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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



This monograph updates earlier summaries of information 
pertaining to faculty workload (Bunnell 1960; Stecklein 
1961 ; Yuker 1974) and integrates data obtained in earlier 
studies v.'ith more recent information. 

Faculty workload refers to all faculty activities that are 
related to professional duties and responsibilities: teaching, 
research, interacting with students, institutional service, 
service to the community, and professional development. 
These data are used in collective bargaining, cost analyses, 
equity analyses, grant proposals, lawmaking and lawsu^* . 
budgeting, and publicizing the nature of faculty duties 
(Bleything 1982; Lorents 1971; Stecklein 1961, 1974). 

Data pertaining to workload can be obtained from insti- 
tutional reports citing statistics relating to student credit 
hours, student credit hours per full-time equivalent faculty, 
faculty contact hours, and student/faculty ratios. Although 
formulas that weight each type of faculty activity have 
been developed (Henle 1967; Miller 1968), they often are 
not satisfactory. * 

Information about workload can be obtained from fac- 
ulty members' indications of the amounts of time they 
devote to instruction, research, institutional service, public 
service, professional development, student advisement, 
and so on. In such surveys, problems may arise pertaining 
to the classes of activities used and the accuracy of the' 
data obtained. Surveys of faculty members must be care- 
fully planned and decisions made about the sample to be 
used, its size, when to administer the survey, the time 
period to be covered, and the instructions given about allo- 
cating time (Lorents 1971; Ritchey 1959; Romney 1971; 
Stecklein 1961; Thomas 1982). The researcher must decide 
whether to use questionnaires, diaries, interviews, work 
samples, or a combination of techniques. Faculty members 
should be involved in planning the study, and ihey should 
be informed of the purpose of the study and its benefits to 
them anti to their department. Care must be taken to 
ensure that the data obtained are both reliable and valid. 

Instructional time, which includes time spent in class, in 
preparing for class, and in evaluating students, varies as a 
function of several factors: More time is devoted to 
instruction in developing than in developed nations. Teach- 
ing loads tend to be lowest ai research universities and 
highest at Community colleges (F^ulton and Trow 1974; 
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Ladd and Lipsct 1977; Stccklcin, Willie, and Lorcn/ 19H. 
Variations among disciplines arc generally not great 
because most institutions have universitywide regulations 
that apply to most departments. 

Myths abound concerning the time devoted to specific 
courses. Data indicate, however, that it is not influenced 
by the size of the class, the level of the course, or the num- 
ber of different course preparations, except that initial 
preparations take more time than subsequent ones. Rank 
influences teaching load; at most institutions full professors 
have the lightest teaching loads, instructors the heaviest. 
Individual differences in interest in teaching compared to 
research or other activities tend to result in variations in 
the amount of time devoted to instructional activities, even 
when faculty members have identical teaching loads. 

Most studies, of workload combine research, scholarship 
and creative activities in a broad category that includes all 
behaviors aimed at producing a scholarly work like a book, 
article, painting, musical composition, or recital. Data indi- 
cate that these types of **research productivity'* arc pri- 
marily influenced by interest and past experience and not 
by teaching load; reduced load usually does not result in 
increased research productivity. 

Although every campus has productive researchers and 
faculty members who produce no scholarly output, produc- 
tive scholars tend to be more prevalent at "high-quality" 
institutions (Fulton and Trow 1974; Ladd and Lipsct 1977). 
Scholarly productivity tends to be relatively high in the sci- 
ences and social sciences and low in the humanities and 
arts. Full professors tend to be the most productive, 
instructors and assistant professors the least productive. 
While differences in productivity between genders have 
been found, they disappear when variables such as institu- 
te jnal type, discipline, and rank are parceled out. Individ- 
ual differences in research interest account for much of the 
variance in differences in productivity. 

The amount of time that faculty members devote to 
activities other than teaching and research varies greatly. 
Many faculty members engage in some type of remunera- 
tive off-campus activity — teaching at another institution, 
consulting, engaging in private practice, or giving lectures, 
for example. Faculty members devote from about } per- 
cent to over 20 percent of their time to meetings and 



administrative activities, with full professors devoting the 
most time. Individual ditTerenccs result in wide variations 
m the amount of time devoted to professional develop- 
ment, suchiis keeping up with the literature, attending dis- 
ciplinary meetings, conventions, and conferences, aad tak- 
ing courses. 

Hundreds of studies over many years yield convergent 
data indicating that faculty members report that they 
devote an average of 55 hours per week during the aca- 
demic year to professional activities. The 55-hour week 
' conforms to data reported by lawyers, doctors, and busi- 
ness executives. Studies based upon methods other than 
faculty reports indicate that an average of 45 hours may be 
more appropriate if the hours devoted to personal activities 
arc excluded. Faculiy members interested in research are 
more apt to spend time working during the summer than 
are those primarily interested in teaching. 

The data relating institutional type to total workload 
indicate that faculty at research universities tend to put in 
more hours per week than those at other types of institu- 
tions (Fulton and Trow 1974). Faculty members in the 
higher ranks report that they work a few more hours per 
week than those in the lower ranks. Male faculiy members 
report that they work slightly more hours than fepiales. 
But all of these group differences are insignificant com- 
pared to individual differences. At every institution, in 
every department, and in every rank, some faculty mem- 
bers work fewer than 30 hours a week while others work 
more than 70. 

Most workload studies should be conducted under the 
aegis of a faculty/administration committee. They should 
be preceded by a thorough review of the literature and 
should be conducted by knowledgeable researchers. Pre- 
sentation of the data should demonstrate recognition of dif- 
ferences among institutions, departments, and individuals. 
One way of doing so is by including measures of vifiability. 

Researchers who study workload should be very careful 
in comparing institutions, departments, or individuals. 
These levels differ in many ways, tending to make compar 
isons inappropriate. Workload data can be used to individ- 
ualize faculty contracts so that they reflect faculty mem- 
bers' interests. The complexity of the relationship between 
teaching load, teaching effectiveness, and scholarly pro- 
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ductivity must be recognized. Neither institutions nor fac- 
ulty members should assume that changes in assigned 
teaching load will lead to changes in research or teaching 
productivity. Finally, studies demonstrating the validity of 
faculty workload surveys are needed. 
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FOREWORD 



Faculty workload studies are either unused or underuti- 
jized at many institutions because of a general resistance 
from both administrators and faculty members, There is a 
shared ■ Jicpticism about the reliability of such studies. 
Administrators feel that self-reported studies are suspect 
and the data inflated; faculty may acknowledge the accu- 
racy of the data but not the possibility of meaningfully 
comparing such subgroups as the humanities and the sci- 
ences, or even various academic ranks. In general, faculty 
also feel that they are above workload studies, which have 
connota^tions of Federick Taylor's assembly line studies of 
time and motion. 

Academic resi^iance to workload studies is understand- 
able not because of faulty methodology, but because of 
poorly conceived applications. These studies should not be 
used to look at performance of individual faculty members 
since other methods more appropriately evaluate faculty 
performance bynhe-rcsults oftheirAvork rather than a pcr- 
hour accounting. Workload studies arc best used when 
they are weighed against the institution's mission and 
goals. Of course for studies to be effective the institutional 
mission and individual subunit goals must be articulated to 
a level of specificity that parallels workload activities. 

Workload study data can be gathered for evidence that 
will answer the following questions; 

• Are faculty n-jmbers dividing their time in a way that is 
consistent with the general mission of the institution? 

• On the whole, does there appear to be inappropriate 
emphi^sis in areas that are inconsistent with or dys- 
functional to the institution's mission? 

• Within specific academic subunits is there an appropri- 
ate balance qf workload activity, keeping in mind that 
one academi-: subunit may vary greatly from another? 
Are workload activities at different academic ranks 
appropriate and consistent with institutional goals and 
missions? 

Workload studies can be used to answer these and other 
questions to determine whether faculty time is appropri- 
ately allocated. If not, an analysis can determine the rea- 
sons. Is there something wrong with hiring policies? Do the 
norms of the disciplines differ too greatly from the institu- 
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tional mission? Will certain incentives promote the appro- 
priate workload emphasis? A careful analysis can (1) iden- 
tify reasons for the workload emphasis and (2) suggest new 
procedures or incentives to encourage desired change. In 
other words, the mission and goals of an institution are 
achieved primarily through the faculty. Without a clear 
understanding of how the faculty spend their time, there 
cannot be an understanding of why goals are or are not 
being achieved and in what areas change is needed. 

In this report by Harold E. Yuker, Mervyn L. Schloss 
Distinguished Professor and Director of the Center for the 
Study of Attitudes Towards Persons with Disabilities at 
Hofstra University, the full concept of faculty workload 
strdies is reviewed. This thorough examination by Dr. 
Yuker provides the basis for institutions to develop more 
effective workload studies that will achieve reliable infor- 
mation for the institution and avoid repeating the mistakes 
that so often have occurred in the past. 



Jonathan D. Fife 

Series Editor 

Professor and Director 

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education 

The George Washington University 
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FACULTY WORKLOAD: CONCEPTS AND USES 



An increasing number of studies of faculty workload have 
been published in the y< > since the initial study by Koos 
(1919;. Interest in these .dies has waxed and waned over 
the years, tending to be highest when institutions of higher 
education face financial problems. All types of institutions, 
from two-year institutions to graduate and professional 
schools, have conducted the studies. Some have been 
poorly done, often because they were undertaken without 
adequate review of the literature discussing procedures and 
the results of prior research. In 1919, faculty workload 
tended to be influenced by "tradition, sentiment, rules of 
thumb, temporizing, and compromise" (Koos 1919, p. 5), 
and that is still the case. The present monograph provides 
information that . it help improve the quality of studies of 
faculty workload. 

Definitions 

A major problem in studies of faculty workload is deciding 
which faculty activities should be included in "workload" 
and which should be excluded. A narrow definition of 
workload might refer to only the number of assigned teach- 
ing hours or their equivalent in other activities. Most defi- 
nitions are broad, however, and include all activities that 
take the time of a college or university teacher and are 
related directly or indirectly to professional duties, respon- 
sibilities, and interests (Stickler I960). It includes prepara- 
tion for teaching, classroom instruction, constructing and 
scoring examinations, reading and grading papers, research 
and/or creative work, directing graduate theses and disser- 
tations, providing professional services, guidance and 
counseling, administrative duties, professional reading, 
committee wo k, and participation in extracurricular ac- 
tivities. 

The inclusion of time spent in noninstructional activities 
sometimes causes problems. Everyone agrees that teach- 
ing, preparing for class, and evaluating students' perfor- 
mance are part of the teaching load. **Thc disagreement 
centers around such functions as research, professional 
writing, membership in professional organizations, routine 
correspondence, committee membership, advisor duties, 
and sponsorship duties" (Sexson 1967, p. 219). Sexson has 
overstated the case, however, because writers generally 
agree that committee membership, student advisement. 
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and sponsorship of a dissertation arc part of faculty load. 
The problems arise with respect to activities that appear to 
be more related to personal professional development than 
to normal assigned institutional duties. If a data processing 
manager reads a professional magazine at work, for exam- 
ple, it is part of his job; if he reads it at home, it is profes- 
sional development and not specifically part of his job 
(Lorents 1971). But faculty members have freedom to 
spend their professional time wherever and whenever they 
wish. Thus, criteria other than lime and place are neces- 
sary to determine whether or not a specific activity is con- 
sidered part of a faculty member's total workload. 

Theoretically, "the entire time and efforts of full-time 
staff members should be given to the institution" (Reeves 
et al. 1933. p. 270); thus, if one assumes faculty members 
are paid adequate salaries, all outside income resulting 
from their services should be paid to the university that has 
paid for all of their time. Although it would upset the many 
faculty members who supplement their salaries through 
outside teaching, speeches, consulting, and so forth, such a 
policy was in effect at the University of Chicago for a num- 
ber of years. 

Uses of Workload Data 

Data on faculty workload are used in a number of ways: 
collective bargaining, cost analysis, equity, grant propos- 
als, legal and legislative matters, and public relations (see. 
for example. Bleything 1982; Doi 1961 ; f iglcton 1977; 
Fairchild I9SI; Hauck 1969; Henle 1967; Hill 1969; Lorents 
197l;Romney 1971 ; Stecklein 1961. 1974). 

Collective bargaining 

An early study of workload provisions in collective bar- 
gaining agreements led to several conclusions: 

• Workload provisions are not of crucial importance to 
unions. 

• Workload provisions at fvvo-year institutions tend to 
be more detailed than those at four-year institutions. 

• Collective bargaining has resulted in neither increased 
workload nor increased productivity. 

• Nonteaching activities are important parts .'f total 
workload. 
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• Workload provisions often specify how assignments 
are made and by whom (Mortimer and Lozier 1974). 

A later study of workload provisions in collective bargain- 
ing agreements concluded that although teaching load con- 
tinues to be the most important item, the number of teach- 
ing items included in more recent bargaining agreements 
has decreased, rather than increased, as Mortimer and 
Lozier predicted (Creswell, Kramer, and Newton 1978). 

Workload provisions in collective bargaining agreements 
may give faculty members more control over their individ- 
ual assignments— whelher~they teach graduate or under- 
graduate courses, small or large classes, lectures or semi- 
nars, for example (Naples, Caruthers, and Naples 1978). 
Institutions with collective bargaining agreements usually 
caniiot increase faculty workloads unless they also 
increase salaries (Naples, Caruthers, and Naples 1978). 
The impression that total faculty workloads are lower at 
unionized institutions has not been documented in the 
literature. 

Collective bargaining agreements tend to specify mini- 
mum and/or maximum workloads (Goeres 1978). Minimum 
workloads are defined for the benefit of the employer, max- 
imum workloads for the benefit of faculty. Many collective 
bargaining agreements define workload in general terms, 
involving a combination of teaching, research, university 
service, and public service. Jthers are more complex and 
define specific tasks. 

Cost analysis 

In preparing budgets at institutions of higher education, 
data on teaching load can be combined with data on tuition 
to yield a type of cost/benefit analysis. These data are 
important as faculty salaries constitute a significant share 
of the budgets of institutions of higher education (Bleything 
1982; Yarborough 1982). At an average institution, faculty 
salaries account for 25 percent of the budget, other person- 
nel costs for 32 percent, and other expenses for 43 percent 
(Bowen 1980). The cost of faculty began to accelerate in 
the late 1950s, and the acceleration continued through the 
1960s and 1970s (Mayhew 1979). At many institutions, the 
increase is the result of more faculty in the upper ranks and 
a reduction in teaching loads. 
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To survive the institutional retrenchment of the I98()s. 
many colleges and universities would have to increase fac- 
ulty members' teaching loads, class size, and student/fac- 
ulty ratios (Mayhew 1979). Others have suggested reducing 
faculty members' teaching loads accompanied by a propor- 
tionate reduction in salary and sharing loads between two 
faculty members (Ayre et al. I98I). 

Equity 

Data obtained in studies of workload can be used to dem- 
onstrate the presence or lack of equity. Junior and senior 
faculty members may eye one another with suspicion, 
members of each group convinced that members of the 
other are not doing their share of the work (Starr 1973). 
The same suspicion may exist between female and male 
faculty members, and among departments, divisions, and 
-chools. Frequently, faculty perceive that others (particu- 
larly faculty members in schools of law and medicine) are 
receiving more money for less vjoxk. ^'s perceptions of 
inequality can result in impaired performance, they need to 
be attended to (Naples. Caruthers, and Naples 1978). Care- 
fully conducted studies of workload can confirm or dis- 
prove perceptions of inequity. 

Grant proposals 

The 1979 Office of Management and Budget Circular A-2I, 
which set standards to be used in setting indirect costs for 
government-sponsored research, requires strict accounting 
for the percentage of time that faculty members devote to 
government-sponsored research as opposed to other 
duties. This requirement elicited negative reactions from 
faculty members, who were concerned by the possibility 
that the data would be inaccurate and by the fact that time 
and effort that could be devoted to research would have to 
be spent compiling data (Shulman 1980). When the regula- 
tions were issued, Stanford University respc "d by 
requiring all faculty members to complete quarterly reports 
accounting for all of their work time (Chronicle ofHinher 
Education 22 October 197«). Circular A-2I was revised and 
made somewhat more flexible in 1982; the requirement that 
100 percent of a faculty member's time must be accounted 
for was removed. 



Legal and legislative matters 

Many states have rules pertaining to the workloads of fac- 
ulty members in public institutions of higher education just 
as they have rules pertaining to teachers in elementary and 
secondary schools. In one study, 36 states indicated they 
were collecting data on faculty workload from public insti- 
tutions (Huther 1974^ Some states base appropriations for 
state colleges and universities upon measures of productiv- 
ity like faculty workload. In another survey, 19 states 
required data on workload from postsecondary institutions, 
more than half of those that did not require it were discuss- 
ing it, and 90 percent of the states indicated they would 
probably raise the issue in state legislatures during the 
1980s (Henard 1979). The impression is widespread among 
legislators that faculty members have easy jobs involving 
working only a few hours a week, nine months of the year 
(Henard 1979). 

The importance of an accurate definition of faculty work- 
load has emerged in court cases involving the definition of 
what constitutes half-time leaching in connection with 
membership in a collective bargaining unit. An interesting 
brief dealing with this subject (Geeter 1981) notes the diffi- 
culty in defining faculty workload in te»*ms of contact 
hours. Previous couit decisions recognized that a definition 
of 20 hours per week as constituting half-time work is not 
adequate for college teaching because the amount of time a 
faculty member spends in class constitutes only the ''tip of 
the iceberg.'' The university involved argued that research, 
supervising a dissertation, academic committee work, and 
attending professional meetings all constitute important 
parts of a faculty member's total workload and that teach- 
ing load by itself is consequently not synonymous with 
workload. 

Publir relations 

Many people have little understanding of what college pro- 
fessors do. They hear that faculty members teach six to 12 
hours a week, eight or nine months a year, realize that 
occasional papers must be graded, and may have heard of 
the need to publish or perish, but it still seems to be an 
easy job. When they hear of studies revealing that college 
faculty claim to work an average of 55 hours per week, 
most people, including many faculty members and adminis- 
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trators, are openly skeptical. In view of this skepticism— 
especially among legislators and government officials— that 
can affect attempts to obtain financial support for higher 
education, it is necessary to educate the public about the 
duties and the long work hours of faculty members. 

Studying Faculty Workload 

To study faculty workload, one must first answer several 
procedural questions (Manning and Romney 1973; Steck- 
lein !%!): defining the purpose of the study, defining work- 
load and categories of workload, and selecting the method- 
ology to be employed. (These questions are discussed in 
greater detail in the following chapters.) 

Every study should start with the preparation of a state- 
ment of purpose because both the procedures used and the 
extent of faculty cooperation depend upon the purpose of 
the study. The researchers must specify the questions they 
are trying to answer and the uses to be made of the data. 
Once the purposes are established, they should be widely 
circulated among the faculty members who will be partici- 
pating in the study to obtain their cooperation. 

Next, the researchers should provide a precise and oper- 
ational definition of workload. Is workload defined by the 
number of courses taught, by the number of credit hours 
taught, by the number of students taught, or by some other 
measure? Should one count the number of committee 
memberships or the number of hours spent in committee 
meetings? Which activities should be included and which 
excluded? Should time devoted to professional reading, to 
attending meetings with local officials or businessmen, or 
to a leisurely friendly lunch with colleagues be included? 

Next, the researcher must resolve problems relating to 
the designation and definition of workload categories. How 
many types of activities should be specified? What types of 
activities arc most important? How can the categories be 
defined clearly and concisely so that all faculty members 
interpret them uniformly? 

Then questions of methodology arise. How should the 
population be defined? Should it include teaching assis- 
tants, full-time researchers, part-time administrators? 
Should one study the entire faculty or just a sample? What 
time penod should be studied: two weeks, a month, a full 
year? Should the data be obtained as an estimate before or 




after the fact, or should a diary be used? What are the 
advantages of diaries compared to interviews? Whose 
cooperation is needed? 

Finally, the researcher must decide whether to use insti- 
tutional measures or to survey the faculty; Institutional 
measures are those that most institutions of higher educa- 
tion routinely collect. They include measures of student 
credit hours, student contact hours, and student/faculty 
ratios. Although these data are usually easily generated, 
they have a number of faults. 

Well-done faculty surveys yield much more data and can 
be more useful, but they require much more time and 
effort. Problems relating to each of these techniques are 
discussed in the following chapters. 
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Some data pertaining to faculty workload can be extracted 
from administrative surveys routinely made at many insti- 
tutions of higher education. Statistics yielded by such 
reports often provide information about student credit 
hours (SCHs), faculty contact hours, and student/faculty 
ratios. These types of data are sometimes used in faculty 
, workload formulas. 



Student Credit Hours 

Faculty workload is usually defined in terms of assigned 
credit hours. Some schools assign a 15-hour load, many 
have a 12-hour load, and some assign loads of six hours. 
Although a constant ratio between credit-hour load and 
total load is usually assumed, implying that credit-hour 
load gives a reliable index of total load (Stickler 1960), 
studies show that the total hours faculty work per credit 
hour varies from about two to about eight (Ayer 1929; 
Knowles and White 1939; Mitchell 1937; Stewart 1934; 
Woodburne 1958). Despite this evidence that credit hours 
are an inadequate measure of faculty workload, the use of 
credit hours has continued. 

Clearly the conclusion of virtually all studies from 1929 
to 1959 was that neither credit hour, contact hour, stu- 
dent hourru or student contact hours were by them- 
selves, or together, reliable indicators of faculty mem- 
bers' workloads. Despite the results of these studies, the 
convenient descriptive load of fifteen credit hours per 
week (with an average of two hours preparation and 
ffradingfor each credit hour taught) has persisted 
throughout higher education, . . . The use of the ''credit 
hour' as a standard criterion for evaluating an individu- 
als contribution to the work of his university is even less 
appropriate now than it was ten years ago and it was 
clearly inappropriate then (Interuniversity Council 1970, 
p. 8). 

/ slightly more sophisticated approach is to multiply the 
number of credits assigned to a course by the number of 
students enrolled in the course to yield a measure of SCHs, 
which some institutions consider a good measure of faculty 
productivity. If the total SCHs for a given faculty member 
are multiplied by the tuition charged per credit, the result- 
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ing number represents the income generated by the faculty 
member, which can then be compared to that person's sal- 
ary. This method is still an oversimplification, however, 
and has the same faults as faculty credit hours. 

Student Credit Hours per Full-Time Equivalent 

Another approach, which Doi (1%1) and Durham (1960) 
consider a good measure of the efficiency of both depart- 
ments and individual faculty members, is to calculate the 
average number of student credit hours taught by faculty 
members by dividing the total number of student credit 
hours for a unit (department, school, or institution) by the 
number of full-time equivalent (PTE) faculty in that unit. If 
this measure were used as a standard, it would make possi- 
ble comparisons among different departments, schools, or 
universities. Of course, comparisons can be made only 
when the data have been collected using similar definitions 
and similar techniques of collection (Durham I960). 

SCH/FTE is particularly useful as budgetary informa- 
tion. One can not only compare ratios of departments and 
institutions but also calculate the costs per student credit 
hour to indicate relative costs of programs. In 1957-58, for 
example, the comparative cost per SCH for institutions in 
the Montana system ranged from a low of $3,00 for psy- 
chology and philosophy at one school to a high of $95.83 
for physical education at another school. At the University 
of Utah, the cost ranged from $4.47 per SCH in sociology 
to $285.00 in radiology (Durham 1960). More recent data 
from other schools show similarly wide variations. 

Even though SCH/FTE is useful in budgeting, it has 
drawbacks as a measure of facuUy workload. Because it 
concentrates on the instructions function of faculty, it 
ignores other activities such as research and administration 
(Toombs 1973). Consequently, it too is an unsatisfactory 
measure of total faculty productivity. 

Contact Hours 

Contact hours are defined as the number of (45- to 55- 
minute) hours that a faculty member spends teaching a class. 
Because the number of contact hours tends to be greater 
than the number of credit hours in courses that involve lab- 
oratories, studios, and physical education, in some mstitu- 



tions faculty members receive fewer credit hours for such 
courses. Faculty members who teach class hours requiring 
little or no preparation may receive only 50 percent to 75 
percent of the contact hours as credit hours on their coarse 
load assignments (Lombardi 1974). On the other hand, 
credit hours may be greater than contact hours for courses 
in English composition or graduate courses, and course 
loads may be adjusted accordingly. The relationship 
between contact hours and credit hours can change as a 
result of faculty members' discontent, collective bargaining 
agreements, or other factors. 

Contact hours rank second only to semester hours as a 
basis for defining load (National Education Association 
1972a, 1972b). They are somewhat better than credit hours 
because they reflect work time rather than the arbitrary 
time indicated by credit hours, but they too tend to over- 
simolify the actual workload of faculty members and fail to 
reflect the complexity of faculty activities (Starr 1973). 

On the positive side, the correlation between contact 
hours and total hours devoted to a course (including prepa- 
ration, grading, and other activities) is higher than the cor- 
relation of anYot her measurewith total coui^eTioursTHes" 
seldenz and Ro(feers 1976). Thus, Hesseldenz and Rodgers 
concluded, contact hours are the best institutional measure 
of the amount of faculty effort devoted to a specific course. 
Although their data indicate that variables such as class 
size, class level, and faculty rank are unimportant, the 
information relates to a specific course, not to a faculty 
member's total workload. 

As contact hours share many of the faults of credit 
h6urs, they too are unsatisfactory as measures of faculty- 
workload. 

Student/Faculty Ratio 

While not generally used as a measure of faculty workload, 
student/faculty ratio is occasionally used as a measure of 
institutional quality, although little evidence indicates it is 
an accurate measure of either (RumI and Morrison 1959), 
The ratio has been characterized as meaningless and **one 
of the most misleading indications of faculty load'' (Hicks 
I960, p. 9). The most reasonable approach might be to 
abandon faculty/student ratios until their utility ha^ been 
demonstrated. 
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Thus, none of the institutional data are valid measures of 
faculty workload, and other types of measures must be 
used to get adequate data. 

' Formulas 

^ A number of institutions have attempted to develop formu- 

la las to describe the workload of faculty members. The pur- 

JK* pose of a formula fs to develop equivalencies among such 

diverse tasks as teaching a course in freshman composition 
V^iLi to 20 students, conducting a graduate seminar with three 

// ^ Ph.D. candidates in history, supervising an advanced-level 

pi ^ chemistry laboratory, and serving as a reader on a doctoral 

1 dissertation committee. Some of the formulas are simple, 

involving few components (Hauck 1969; Hill 1969), others 
more complex (Henle 1967; Miller 1%8). 

Workload formulas differ greatly from one another with 
respect to the weights assigned to each component of 
workload. For example, in formulas that assigned different 
weights to lowcr-level and graduate-level courses and 
lower-leve! undergraduate courses were assigned a weight 
of 1.0, graduate courses were assigned weights of 1.4 
(Miller 1968), 1.5 (Howell 1962), 2.0 (Banks 1963), 2.5 
(Miller 1968), and 4.0 (Hill 1969). While one might expect 
some differences among institutions, one would hardly 
expect differences of this magnitude. Because the weights 
are arbitrary, they are meaningless. If they were based on 
data rather than theory, convergence would probably be 
more typical than, large differences. 

The many differences among the formulas should make 
one skeptical about their utility. Formulas ignore differ- 
ences among faculty members and among different courses 
on the same level. For all of these reasons, workload for- 
mulas should be examined very critically before being con- 
sidered for use. 

The Utility of Institutional Data Measures 

In theory, institutional data measures seem to be ideal. 
They are readily available from institutional records, so it 
is not necessary to survey the faculty. The definitions have 
been standardized so that problems of lack of understand- 
ing or use of different definitions do not exist. Further, 
most faculty contracts are based on one of these measures, 
the number of credit hours taught. 
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In practice, however, these measures are inadequate 
because their use involves several questionable assump- 
tions. Noninstructional time is ignored, which is permissi- 
ble only if one assumes that noninstructional time is unim- 
portant, that it is a comparatively minor pi rt of workload, 
or that the amount of time spent on such activities is highly 
correlated with the number of credit hours taught. None of 
these assumptions are tenable (as is discussed in later 
chapters). They assume further that the same amount of 
time is involved in teaching all three-credit courses, regard- 
less of the discipline and the course level, an assumption 
contradicted by data. Thus, although institutional measures 
are useful for planning and budgeting, they are not useful 
in studies of workload except as crude estimates or as sup- 
plements to other types of measures. 
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WORKLOAD DATA FROM FACULTY REPORTS 



As an alternative to institutional data, researchers can 
compile data on workload by requesting faculty members 
to report on their activities using questionnaires, diaries, or 
work samples. In some studies, faculty are asked to report 
the amount of time spent in terms of hours per week, in 
others in terms of percentages. Although the two are inter- 
changeable when one has a measure of the total hours, 
worked per week, each procedure has its arguments for 
and against. / 

Percentages are useful for estimating specific activities, 
hourly estimates for the total work week (Stecklein 1961). 
Percentages are easier to estimate than are hours, are more 
meaningful, and make data directly comparable; further, 
using percentages usually results in less inflated estimates. 
On the other hand, percentages create problems in estimat- 
ing costs. Suppose, for example, that two faculty members 
teach the same course and devote the same number of 
hours per week to that course. If A works 50 percent more 
hours per week than B, the percent of time A devotes to 
the course will be only two-thirds of the percentage 
reported by B, even though the number of hours is identi- 
cal (Tyndall and Barnes l%2). While the data are valid, 
comparing percentages can yield misleading impressions of 
workload if they are based on different weekly hours. 

Thus, hours are usually better than percentages. They 
are more accurately estimated, are directly comparable 
between individuals, and can be converted easily to per- 
centages. Hours are used a.», a standard measure in most 
industries. They can be directly added to one another with- 
out weighting. An«l they are often referred to in faculty 
statutes and in collective bargaining agreements that spec- 
ify the number of hours of teaching, the number of office 
hours, and in some cases the number of hours per week to 
oe spent on campus. 

Sample 

In any study of faculty workload, including studies using 
institutional data, one must first define the population to be 
studied and then decide whether to study the entire popula- 
tion or only a representative sample of that population. 
Defining the population involves deciding which types of 
faculty members should be included or excluded. Should 
the stu Jy include teaching assistants, faculty devoting full 
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time to sponsored research, department heads, persons 
devoting a major portion of their time to administrative 
duties, extension faculty, librarians, faculty in law and 
medicine? Including **atypical" groups can make standard 
forms inappropriate and can distort the data. The decision 
to include or exclude certain types of faculty should be 
based on the purposes of the survey and the uses to be 
made of the data. The way that the population is defined 
will influence the results obtained. 

The decision to sample the faculty depends upon the size 
of the smallest group to be described. To describe a large 
institution or large segments of an institution, sampling 
would be appropriate. To characterize small groups, such 
as departments or ranks within a department, sampling 
would not be useful. 

When samples arc appropriate, they have advantages. 
Because fewer people are involved, samples arc less 
expensive. It is possible to follow up wiih individual non- 
responders, and sometimes it is possible to use individual 
interviews to validate the data. Using a sample that is strat- 
ified by field or rank can help ensure that it is representa- 
tive. But faculty and administration often distrust samples 
(Romney 1971). Many people disapprove of sampling fac- 
ulty members because they believe so many cases arc 
atypical that it is impossible to generalize. 

A biased sample can result when not everyone responds 
to the survey questionnaire. If the response rate is signifi- 
cantly less than 100 percent, the validity of the data can be 
questioned. While some faculty members are interested, 
respond willingly, and are honest in their replies, others 
respond unwillingly, if at all, and consciously or uncon- 
sciously distort their replies. Thus, one should not assume 
that those who do not respond arc similar to those who do. 

Timing 

A number of questions about timing have to be decided in 
any survey of faculty work habits. 

Time of administration 

A survey can request data concurrently, retrospectively, or 
prospectively. Concurrent data coHevtiony often used, is 
probably the best method. The data are collected either 
while the activity is going on (as in work sampling) or soon 
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thereafter (as in the use of logs or diaries). Problems aris- 
ing from faulty memory are minimized. Most people can 
remember what they did during the past 24 or 48 hours, 
even though they might not be able to remember what they 
did a week ago. The major problem with the method, how- 
ever, is that many people view it as a bothersome and 
time-consuming chore. 

Retrospective data collection, which is also often used, 
usually involves the distribution of a questionnaire at the 
end of a semester or quarter. Faculty members are re- 
quested to estimate how they spent their time during that 
period. Because faulty memory could seriously distort the 
data, it is important to obtain the data as soon as possible 
after an event occurs. 

In prospective data collection, which is only occasion- 
ally used, faculty members are asked at the beginning of a 
semester to estimate how much time they expect to spend 
on specific activities during the coming semester. It is 
assumed that the estimate will be based on past experi- 
ences, sharing most of the advantages and disadvantages of 
retrospective data collection. In addition, the individual 
who prospectively estimates his expenditures of time 
might, consciously or unconsciously, conform to those 
estimates, which could be good or bad. 

Two studies dealt explicitly with the relationship 
between faculty estimates of time spent on various activi- 
ties and objective measurements of the time spent (Lorents 
1971; Ritchey 1959). Both found that estimates were close 
to actual time in some categories but very different in other 
categories. The most accurate estimates were of the time 
spent in classes; the least accurate were of the time spent 
in personal activity during regular school hours, where the 
average observed value was more than double the estimate 
of 7.2 percent (Ritchey 1959). Such data indicate that time 
reports are sometimes inaccurate, implying that faculty 
responses should be treated as estimates — possibly over- 
estimates—rather than as accurate indicators of actual time. 

Time period covered 

The researcher must also decide whether the survey will 
cover a day, several days, a week, a month, a semester, or 
a year (all of which have been used in past surveys). To 
minimize negative reactions from faculty, the time covered 
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by the study should be the shortest period that will yield 
accurate data. Although many studies have used periods of 
one or two weeks, assuming that the period was typical, 
this assumption is questionable because week-by-week 
activities can vary widely. In one case (Ritchey 1959), data 
plotted week by week for a full semester indicated that the 
percentage of total time devoted to teaching ranged from 
about 36 to 50 percent, with an average of 42 percent, a 
figure that was not obtained for any single week during the 
semester! This study vividly documents the impossibility 
of finding a typical week. Every faculty member is aware 
of wcek-to-week variations in specific activities; some 
weeks seem to involve only committee meetings, others, 
grading papers. Thus, it is desirable to study a quarter or a 
semester (Now 1963; Ritchey 1959; Stccklein 1961). Per- 
haps the best solution is to collect data covering an entire 
academic year, with separate estimates for each quarter or 
semester (Stecklcin 1961). 

Time allocaiion 

Problems of time allocation arise when a faculty member 
devotes time to an activity that combines several ditTercnt 
functions. If a faculty member spends 30 hours per week 
working in a laboratory during which time she docs re- 
search relating to a government grant, supervises graduate 
student assistants, and writes research reports, some of 
which will be presented in graduate seminars, how should 
the 30 hours be allocated among the categories of research, 
administrative supervision, teaching, and preparing for 
class? 

Although these kinds of questions often can be ignored, 
they became very important after the publication in 1979 of 
the Office of Management and Budget's Circular A-21. The 
circular requires faculty members who work on government- 
sponsored research projects to account for 100 percent of 
their time, allocating it to one of five categories — which 
arc different from the categories usually used in workload 
studies — sponsored research, instruction, indirect cost 
activities, other sponsored activities, or other institutional 
activities (Thomas 198'!*). 

Allocating time in this fashion can be very time consum- 
ing and potentially very disturbing to faculty members who 
are upset by what they perceive as meaningless record 



keeping. Several rules could simplify the process: (1) Allo- 
cate all of the time involved in administering research and 
in training and educating research assistants to research; 
(2) allocate all of the time liiat a researcher spends in a 
"research area" to research; (3) when subdividing time is 
necessary, use a fifty-fifty split (Thomas 1982). Although 
the suggestions are arbitrary, they do simplify the job and 
in the long run are probably just as useful as any alterna- 
tive procedures. 



Data Collection Procedures 

Workload data can be collected from questionnaires, inter- 
views, diaries, or work samples. 

Questionnaires 

Questionnaires are used most often to collect data for stud- 
ies of faculty workload. According to Stecklein a 
special form for each institution, rather than a standardized 
instrument, should be used. The questionnaire should be 
only three or four pages long, simple, uncomplicated, and 
uncluttered in appearance, and sufficiently adaptable so 
that faculty members can report all activities without 
encountering major problems in categorization. Too much 
flexibility, however, can lead to problems in coding and 
analyzing the data (Romney 1971), 

A standardized, cross-institutional approach has been 
developed at NCHEMS (Manning 1974; Manning and 
Romney 1973; Romney 1971). Although each institution 
can adapt the questionnaire to its own needs, any change*, 
that are made tend to lessen the comparability of the data. 

The cost of questionnaires is comparatively low but var- 
ies depending on whether the questionnaires h mailed to 
faculty members or are administered in small groups. The 
latter approach may be preferable, particularly the first 
time the questionnaire is administered (Manning and Rom- 
ney 1973). 

Interviews 

Interviews, which are seldom used, tend to be both expen- 
sive and time consuming, but they do have a number of 
advantages. First, the response rate tends to be high. Peo- 
ple may not fill out and return questionnaires, but most 
faculty members find it difficult to avoid talking to an inter- 
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viewer, particularly one who has the backing of the univer- 
sity administration. Second, the interviewer can specify 
exactly what information he wants, and the respondent can 
clarify ambiguous answers. Interviews are useful for fol- 
lowing up and validating the results obtained from ques- 
tionnaires (Romney 1971). 



Diaries 

While diaries and time logs have not been used often, they 
have much to recommend them, particularly the accuracy 
of the data obtained. When a faculty member keeps a con- 
scientious record of how time is spent, recording activities 
daily, the resulting data are more accurate than data ob- 
tained by questionnaires or interviews. Even if the data are 
not entered as often as they should be, they will probably 
be relatively accurate, because the time between the event 
and its recall is short and because activities must be fit into 
specific time periods. 

The major problems with this technique is faculty mem- 
bers' unwillingness to devote the time and effort required 
to complete a diary. This negativism is particularly acute if 
the faculty member is requested to continue the diary over 
a long period of time. Thus, in one instance when faculty 
members were requested to complete three one-week dia- 
ries covering different periods, about 90 percent of the fac- 
ulty completed the first diary, 50 percent the second, and 
40 percent the third (Balfour 1970). The low rates of return on 
the third round made those data of questionable accuracy. 



Work samples 

Work samples have been used widely in industry but sel- 
dom used in studying faculty activities. One study in which 
the technique worked well involved 20 faculty members in 
one department, each of whom was contacted at random 
intervals four timCs a day for a full semester and asked to 
describe what he was doing at the time. A total of 330 
observations were collected on each individual. To deter- 
mine time use after regular hours, the researcher randomly 
selected 20 days and required the faculty member to report 
retrospectively the job-related activities ht ngaged in 
(Ritchey 1959). The study demonstrated that the technique 
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was feasible for use in higher education and that it was 
useful, easy to administer, accurate, inexpensive, and 
dependent only on faculty members' understanding and 
cooperation. 

In another study, the researche»- used an electronic 
^ device that had been programmed to "beep" at random 
intervals. When faculty members heard the beep, they 
were supposed to record what they were doing at the time, 
using a predetermined set of categories (Lorents 1971), 
Each recording was to take about 30 seconds, and the total 
time per week would not exceed 30 minutes. Respondents 
preferred work sampling to questionnaires. To be useful, 
such a technique should sample facility members eight to 
10 times during an eight-hour day fc^r three or four weeks. 
Despite its seeming excellence, the technique is not widely 
used, perhaps because researchers consider it too complex. 

Workload Categories 

The problem of defining categories is basic to any study or 
discussion of faculty workload. Each category must be pre- 
cisely defined and specific examples given of the kinds of 
activities included and excluded. 

The number of categories used depends upon the pur- 
pose of the study. Although most studies use five to, 10 
categories, some use many more. One researcher identified 
25 components that represent "duties that any faculty 
member might be expected tojperform as part of his faculty 
workldad" (Miller 1968, p. 28), An advantage of using a 
large riumber of categories is fhat they can later be com- 
bined into clusters 6f related ictivities. 

Although the central imporlance of having an agreed- 
upon ^t of standard categories with precise definitions has 
been , emphasized often (Lorents 1971 ; Manning and Rom- 
ney |973; Stecklein the probability of attaining this 
goal |s low because most institutions prefer their own 
locally developed idiosyncratic categories. Thus, because 
standardized categories are not used, the results obtained 
at different institutions are seldom comparable, and prob- 
lems may arise in interpreting the data. While increased 
comparability would result if the categories developed in 
the faculty activity analysis studies at NCHEMS had been 
adopted (Manning and Romney 1973; Romney 1971), it has 
not occurred. 
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The basic categories used in most studies are instruction, 
research, professional development, institutional service, 
advisement/counseling, public service, and personal ac- 
tivities. 

Instruction refers to all of the time devoted to teaching, 
including time spent in class, preparing for class, pieparing 
and grading assignments and examinations, and time spent 
talking to students about the class (but not time spent 
advising students). 

Research refers to a broad range of intellectual and 
scholarly activities that normally result in some type of 
scholarly output. It includes scholarly research, writing 
books, articles, plays, poems, or reviews, painting, com- 
posing music, giving a recifal, and so on. It does not 
include preparing lectures for class or reading that does not 
result in scholarly output. Some authors — Stecklein, for 
example — recommend that a distinction be made between 
sponsored and nonsupported research. 

Professional development refers to time spent in activi- 
ties that contribute to the professional knowledge of a fac- 
ulty member. It includes reading material related to the 
profession, attending professional meetings and conven- 
tions, taking courses, and engaging in discussions with col- 
leagues. It does not include time spent reading newspapers 
and magazmes, watching television, or engaging in general 
discussions, even though some faculty members argue that 
everything they do is job related. 

Institutional service refers to a broad category of activi- 
ties, including general administration (correspondence, 
serving as department head, keeping records, preparing 
budgets, etc.), attending meetings and functions common 
to university campuses, participating in registration, stu- 
dent services, and administrative duties that are part of the 
assigned workload. 

Advisementlcounselin^, although sometimes included 
under administrative activities, should be kept separate as 
many academics consider it a very important, though often 
neglected, part of the duties of a faculty member. 

Public service includes those professional activities that 
occur outside of the institution — consulting, giving lectures 
or speeches, holding office in a public organization, and so 
on. Although they can include holding office in a profes- 



sional organization or editing a journal, those activities arc 
usually listed as professional development. 

Personal activities are seldom included as a category in 
workload studies, but they should because some time- 
sampling studies indicate that they account for about 15 



percent of theMotal work time of faculty members (Ritchey 
1959). This category includes activities related to personal 
interests, relaxation, casual conversations, friendly 
lunches, reading newspapers and magazines, phone calls to 
family or friends, and so forth. In Ritchey's survey, every 
facuKy member who responded underestimated the amount 
of time spent on personal activities. Thus, such activities 
account for a significant amount of a faculty member's 
total time on campus, even though they are not part of a 
person's workload. 

Time versus Effort 

The question of whether workload studies should empha- 
size time or effort dates back to the eariiest study by Koos 
(1919), who stated that although workload is influenced by 
both the time and fatigue (presumably reflecting eflfort) 
involved in faculty activities, data show that fatigue is not 
important. Nevertheless, researchers periodically stress 
what particular assignments "take out of" a faculty mem- 
ber (Now 1963). Some faculty members believe that effort 
is more important than time, even though "no one has 
come up with a widely accepted definition of effort other 
than time" (Stecklein 1974, p. 15). 

The emphasis on effort has been criticized: The concept 
is difficult to understand, different people may interpret it 
differently, and it is easy to distort estimates of the expen- 
diture of effort (Stoddart 1973). Because of these limita- 
tions, measures of effort are appropriate only when it is 
very clear that the amount of energy expended during dif- 
ferent units of time varies widely and when periods of 
highly intense effort necessitate rest or work at a slower 
pace (Stoddart 1973). Under these conditions, rest time 
should be included as part of work time; under other condi- 
tions, measures of effort are not needed. 

Faculty Attitudes 

Studies of workload require the cooperation of faculty 
members, department chairs, deans, and departmental sec- 
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retaries. Faculty members who are willing to cooperate 
supply accurate data, but if thecooper^itive attitude is lack- 
ing, the return rate will be low and the/data of questionable 
accuracy. / 

Faculty members dislike and distrujkt studies of their 
work habits (Balfour 1970; Eagleton 1977; Huther 1974; 
Lorents 1971; Warden 1974), and their negative attitudes 
can be traced to beliefs that quantification results in inac- 
curacy and distortion (Creswell 197S), that because faculty 
members are professionals they should not be subject to 
statistical scrutiny Just as they do not have to punch time 
clocks (Bunnell 1960), and that ♦he/data will be used to 
harm the faculty (Doi 1961). As a group, they tend to value 
highly the flexibility of an academic schedule and tlie 
amount of freedom it allows. Facu|lty members often per- 
ceive studies of workload as beneficial neither to them per- 
sonally nor to their unit (Warden 974). Many faculty 
members, particularly those intht: humanities, believe that 
the most important aspects of the r jobs are qualitative and 
cannot be quantitatively mcasureiJ. Faculty with these atti- 
tudes tend to be critical of worklo ad studies and conse- 
quently may not be honest in their responses. 

Thus, every workload study shjould attempt to induce 
positive, cooperative attitudes anhong the faculty. Probably 
the most important factor is to e>. plain the purposes and 
uses of the survey to the faculty. The researcher should 
explain that the data will hurt neither individuals nor 



departments. A faculty advisory 



in the planning and the execution of the study is desirable 



committee to participate 



unionized, it is important 
udy. Holding meetings of 
can be helpful in eliciting 



(Stecklcin 1961). If the faculty is 
to get the union agree to the si i 
dcparlmems to discuss the study 
cooperation, und it is helpful H't\\c request for cooperation 
comes in a letter from the presiddnt rather than from the 
office of institutional research. Finally, the faculty should 
be told that they will be informed ^)f the results of the study. 

Manning and Romney (1973) pcistulated four conditions 
that can increase faculty members' acceptance of workload 
studies: (1) if faculty members find it difficult to ignore 
administrative request^ for data; (2) if they believe the data 
will help their department; (3) if they are knowledgeable 
about the data collection procedures; and (4) if they believe 
the data were requested by an external government 
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agency. In a later study of thftse hypotheses, the data sup- 
ported only the hypothesis that faculty accept studies 
designed to provide data that will be useful to their depart- 
ment, and the study recommended that administrators try 
to convince faculty of the departmental benefits that could 
result from the study (Creswell 1978). 

Accuracy of the Data 

Accurate data are central to studies of faculty workload. 
The accuracy of a sd of data is determined by obtaining 
measurements of reliability and validity. In workload stud- 
ies, reliability ;s the/extent to which similar results would 
be obtained if measdlirements were taken at different times. 
Reliability depend^on the clarity of the definitions of cate- 
gories, the length df the time period studied, and the repre- 
sentativeness of the time period studied. While few studies 
of reliability as suth have been undertaken, the consensus 
of persons familiafr with the literature appears to be that 
most methods yidid relatively reliable data unless a short 
or unrepresentative time period is used. 

, Validity in faculty workload studies is the degree to 
which a faculty /nember's report corresponds to the way in 
which th6 time j^as actually spent. The problem arises 

[»out the accuracy of self-reported data. To 
a faculty member try to make it appear 
arder than he actually does? What percent- 
bembers consciously or unconsciously dis- 
ts? Romney (1971) noted that the validity of 
data obtained from questionnaires is not always accept- 
able; it is highfer if diaries, interviews, or work samples are 
used. Thus, ujhen discrepancies appear, data obtained 
through time Sampling should probably be considered most 
valid, data frdm a diary would rank second, and data 
obtained frorVi interviews or questionnaires, both of which 
require retrospective estimates, would be least valid. 

The percentage of faculty who return completed forms is 
an important, influence on the validity of the data. Unless a 
large percentage of the faculty return their forms, the accu- 
racy of the data is questionable because there is little rea- 
son to assume that those who respond have work patterns 
similar to those who do not respond. 

Studies of the validity of faculty workload data are much 
needed. V'hilc many techniques might be usrd, an adapta- 
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tion of the method of convergent validity described by 
Campbell and Fiskc (1959) seems most appropriate. Data 
regarding the workload of faculty members should be 
obtained by several different methods (diaries, question- 
naires, and work samples, for example). Data also should 
be obtained from several alternative sources, such as the 
department head, departmental colleagucrs, and the faculty 
member's spouse. When data are obtained from both fac- 
ulty members and department heads, the two estimates 
often converge; when they do not, department heads might 
discuss the discrepancy with the faculty member. 

Some techniques are less objectionable than others. 
While a faculty member might resent having another fac- 
ulty member talk about how he spends his time, he might 
be willing to discuss his questionnaire results with his 
department chair (Stccklein 1961). A procedure in which 
the department head completes the activity forms for every 
person in the unit and then asks the faculty member to 
review them might be appropriate (Romney 1971). Either 
approach increases the validity of the data. 

Thus, both in planning and in conducting a study of fac- 
ulty workload, the researcher must pay caretVl attention to 
the accuracy of the data obtained. Accuracy can never be 
guaranteed, but careful attention should help to maximize 
the reliability and validity of any data that arcjobtained. 

Individual Differences 

It is universally recognized that faculty members constitute 
a very diverse group of individuals who often behave idio- 
syncratically. Anyone who has ever attended a faculty 
meeting can testify to the wide range of opinions, attitudes, 
and personalities exhibited. 

Although individual differences are usually ignored in 
studies of workload, some researchers have cited data doc- 
umenting them. The following ranges have been reported: 

• From 4.0 to 14.9 hours per day, with an average of 8.5 
hours per day (Koos 1919); 

• From 2 to 107 hours per week, with a median of 58 
hours per week (Charters 1942); 

• An average of 58.3 hours per week with a standard 
deviation of 10.6 hours (Thompson 1971); 
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• An average of 55 hours per week, with a standard 
deviation of 12.5 hours (Yuker 1974). 

Assuming a normal, bell-shaped distribution, this informa- 
tion would imply that two out of three faculty members 
work 42 to 68 hours per week and that 95 percent of all 
faculty work between 30 and 80 hours per week. Whatever 
the true figures arev they clearly vary widely. 

These studies all assume a normal distribution with work 
times symmetrically distributed around the average value. 
An alternative assumption is that faculty members' work- 
load patterns are skewed rather than symmetrical. Discus- 
sions among faculty indicate that they perceive a great deai 
of variation, often being able to cite one colleague who 
works a maximum of 15 hours per week and another who 
works a minimum of 60 hours. A recent article pointed out 
that positively skewed data are found in many fields and 
depict phenomena in which a low level of performance is 
quite frequent and a high level of performance rare (Wal- 
bcrg et al. 1984). Under such conditions, most of the pro- 
ductivity comes from a small percentage of the population. 
The many examples cited in the article contain several 
items pertinent to faculty workload — for example, publi- 
cations, citations, and income — indicating that skewed dis- 
tributions may accurately describe faculty activity and 
productivity. 
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INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES 



Instructional time refers to all time spent on activities 
directly related to teaching; it includes time spent in class, 
preparing for class, preparing tests and assignments, grad- 
ing tests and assignments, and other similar activities. To 
meaiure instructional time, one could estimate the total 
time devoted to all activities related to instruction, or one 
could break the estimate into components, a procedure 
that has several advantages. Information about compo- 
nents facilitates comparisons that elucidate the teaching 
process and the interrelationship of the factors involved, 
For example, it would be valuable to obtain data relating 
the amount of time teachers spend preparing for class to 
teaching effectiveness. And estimates based on compo- 
nents are probably more reliable. 

Time spent in class usually includes all time spent in the 
classroom during regularly scheduled hours as well as iinie 
spent in scheduled individual study courses and thesis 
advisement. Sometimes the activities related to individual 
study are separated. Class time is generally defined in 
terms of hours per week, and it often corresponds to the 
number of assigned hours of credit in the instructor's 
teaching load. Contact hours tend to be a better measure 
than credit hours. 

Some studies distinguish between time spent in teaching 
and time spent in "formal instruction" (Ladd and Lipset 
1977, for example). Ladd and Lipset's data indicate that 
faculty responses to the two questions correspond about 80 
percent of the time. In the other cases, hours devoted to 
formal instruction tend to be lower. Thus, the wording of 
the question is important. 

Preparation time refers to time spent in preparing lec- 
tures, demonstrations, laboratory experiments, course out- 
lines, and reading lists, setting up laboratories or studios, 
and supervising course assistants. The Ladd and Lipset 
(1977) data indicate the following relationships. 



Class Hours 

1-4 
5-8 
9-16 
17-34 



Mean Prepatation Hours 

5,5 
10.8 
12,5 

9.1 
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Thus, the data appear to indicate a complex inverse U 
curve relationship between total preparation time and 
teaching time, with the most time spent by those who teach 
nine to 16 hours. Persons who teach tive or more hours per 
week spend nine to 12 5 hours preparing for class, regard- 
less of the number of hours spent in class. Increasing 
course load beyond 12 hours seems not to lead to increased 
time spent in preparation. 

The same study yielded data indicating a relationship 
between the amount of time spent preparing for class and 
the faculty member's expressed interest in research or 
teaching. Persons very much interested in research (who 
tend to teach fewer hours) spent the least time (12.4 
hours); those interested in both but leaning toward 
research spent 18.2 hours. Faculty members interested in 
both but leaning toward teaching spent the most time (22.9 
hours), slightly more than those heavily interested in teach- 
ing, who averaged 20.6 hours preparing for class. 

Evaluation time refers to time spent preparing and grad- 
ing quizzes, tests, examinations, homework assignments, 
term papers, and other written work, as well as time spent 
writing evaluations of students. Although this category 
may not always be easy to separate from preparation, the 
distinction can be useful. 

Little is known about the relative amounts of time 
devoted to preparation and evaluation compared to time 
spent in class. 'The traditional idea that two hours outside 
the cii.ssroom are spent for each hour of classroom instruc- 
tion has a most uncertain ancestry, and appears to be espe- 
cially open to question when it is taken as a standard for 
nearly all faculty, rega**dless of rank and levels and sub- 
jects taught" (Stecklein 1%1 , p. 4). (Some data relating to 
this question are presented in the chi^pter describing total 
workload.) 

Instructional time also can be categorized by distifiguish- 
ing between group instruction and individual instruction 
(Lorents 1971), which might be useful for general institu- 
tional purposes, because different scales of remuneration 
might be applied for those types of activities. 

Classroom instruction refers to the type of traditional 
teaching that accounts for most of the assigned teaching 
load of most faculty members at most institutions. 
Grouped together in this category are lecture courses, scm- 
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mars, and laboratory sections that meet at regularly sched 
uled hours and involve interaction between a teacher and 
group of students. It is usually measured in terms of an 
assigned number of semester hours or quarter hours of 
teaching. 

Individual instruction includes readings courses, inde- 
pendent study courses, research courses, honors courses, 
tutorials, and supervision of theses and dissertations, as ' 
well as serving on committees that evaluate or supervise a 
written report like a master's essay or doctoral disserta- 
tion. Although this type of activity could in theory be mea- 
sured by recording the total number of hours per week 
devoted to it, the actual measurement is usually not that 
simple because a tenuous relationship usually exists 
between the number of credits and the amount of work 
performed by the teacher or the student. Often the weekly 
"schedule" of meetings is irregular. Instead, the workload 
has peaks and valleys, with several hours of time being 
required in some weeks and no hours in other weeks. 
Because one-to-one instruction is costly, it is important to 
obtain accurate time estimates so that the institution can 
measure its cost relative to the cost of group instruction. 

These complexities indicate that it is impossible to spec- 
ify the relationship between the number of contact hours 
and total instructional time or total workload. Even so, 
several people have devised arbitrary formulas. Hauck 
(l%9) set up a formula that assigns 1.53 hours per week in 
preparation time for each hour spent in class and 0. 1 hour 
per week for each student and each class hour, claiming 
that this formula results in total out-of-class time that is 
Usually double the number of hours spent in class. Sim- 
mons (1970). on the other hand, allotted three times the 
total number of contact hours as preparation time for each 
nonrepetitive course taught, "based on the assumption that 
an adequate job of instruction cannot be done with less 
effort" (Simmons 1970, p. 34). All such attempts to arbi- 
trarily assign standardized numbers to represent the ratio 
of total instructional time to contact hours should be 
rejected, however, because all of the data indicate that the 
relationship is complex and is mediated by other factors. 

"Special assignments" refers to all instructional duties 
other than regular classroom teaching. They cah include 
curriculum development, supervision of dissertations and 
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student teachers, and teaching in competency-based pro- 
grams. Because these assignments usually involve several 
hours of released time'' from regular teaching duties, they 
have to be defined in terms of equivalent semester hours. 

Curriculum development is seldom included as a compo- 
nent of workload, although provision may be made for 
preparation of new courses. Sometimes departments set up 
a curriculum committee and give each member some 
released time. 

Supervision of dissertations is treated ditTcrcntly at dif- 
ferent institutions. Some universities, usually those with 
extensive graduate programs and low teaching loads, 
expect each faculty member to handle a specified number 
of graduate students as part of his or her regular teaching 
load. Other universities define supervision of dissertations 
in terms of equivalent credit hours, and faculty members 
are given released time or extra compensation. 

Little research has been done of the subject, except for 
an excellent study by Blackburn and Trowbridge (1973), 
who sent questionnaires to faculty members in six depart- 
ments at a large midwcstcrn university. The faculty 
respondents reported they devoted an average (median) of 
13 percent of their time to supervising dissertations. Varia- 
tion occurred among disciplines, with averages of 7.8 per- 
cent in humanities and 17.6 percent in natural sciences. 
Faculty members expressed the opinion that at any given 
time a person could serve as chairman of five committees 
and member of five other committees. Large differences 
occurred among individuals: Half of the faculty produced 
all of the Ph.D.s, and some faculty members produced 50 
times more than others. The large producers received more 
grants and more rcjsearch funds, even though they did not 
devote more time to research. They spent more time in 
informal and social contacts with graduate students. The 
productivity in supervising dissertations was unrelated to 
age, rank, or teaching effectiveness. Producing one doctor- 
ate was equivalent to 33 percent of the workload of the 
dissertation chairman and 20 percent of the workload of 
the faculiy members with the most productivity (Blackburn 
and Trowbridge 1973). 

In one study of the supervision of student teachers, data 
indicated that the number of student teachers supervised 
by directors of student teaching ranged from four to 28, 



with a mean of 1 1 .5 (Solliday 1982). Approximately two 
out of three supervised fewer than 10 students per term 
and made an average of five classroom visits per student 
per year (the range was one to 16). 

Competency-based programs involve types of work dif- 
ferent from regular programs and consequently require dif- 
/ fcrent workload assignments. Faculty members in such 
programs spend most of their time evaluating students' 
learning, much time in advising students, and the least time 
teaching courses (Meeth 1974). Faculty members devote 
about 33 percent of their time to curriculum development 
during the first year and 20 to 25 percent in the second year, 
but the amount varies among disciplines (Feasley 1978). 

Time Devoted to Instruction 

The total number of hours per week that faculty members 
devote to instructional activities varies widely. Some 
*Vesearch professors'' devote 100 percent of their time to 
research, while others devote almost all of their time to 
teaching by minimizing other activities. More generally, 
however, the amount of time devoted to teaching tends to 
vary from a lo w of about 40 percent (Lorents 1971; Orlans 
1962; Ritchey 1959; Wilson 1942) to a high of about 70 per- 
cent (Bayer 1973; Parsons and Piatt 1%9; Stickler 1960). 

The amount of time devoted to instructional activities is, 
to a large extent, related to the course load assigned to the 
faculty mf.mber, which may vary from zero to the low 
twenties in a given semesier. In the United States, course 
loads tend to vary between six and 15 credits. 

The amount of time devoted to ancillary instructional 
activities, such as preparation and evaluation, also varies. 
Some guidelines suggest that faculty members should de- 
vote two hours to ancillary activities for each (50-minute) 
hour spent in class (Holliman 1977; Institute for Re- 
search 1978). If a person teaches 12 hours per week and 
spends 24 hours in related activities, it would constitute 65 
percent of a 55-hour week. Estimates of the total time 
devoted to instructional activities range from 43 percent 
(Institute for Research 1978) to 50 percent (Blackburn and 
Trowbridge 1973) to 59 percent for faculty at four-year 
institutions and 80 percent for those at community colleges 
(Stccklein, Willie, and Lorcnz '983). In one study (Ladd 
and Lipset 1977), data indicate that percent s range between 
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33 and 50, which makes estimates of 4'/> outside hours for 
each hour in class (Campbell 1982) unbelievable. 

Workload data indicate that teaching loads are related to 
demographic factors (country, institution, discipline), 
scheduling factors (class size, course level, course type, 
preparations), and individual factors (rank, gender, individ- 
ual differences). 

Country 

Data obtained from 80 universities in 50 countries indi 
that most teaching loads vary from seven to 12.5 hour, 
week, although some are as high as 23 (Onushkin 197L i. 
general, the highest teaching loads are found in develop. « 
countries in Asia, Latin America, and Central America. 
Workloads at institutions in African countries range in the 
middle. The lowest teaching loads are in European 
countries, with the United States and Canada second. In 
countries that have several types of institutions of higher 
education, loads vary by institutional type. 

While teaching loads vary by country, the differences 
are not as great as expected. Teaching loads tend to be 
similar in countries at similar stages of development. Fac- 
tors such as type of in.stitution, discipline, and faculty rank 
tend to influence teaching loads in similar ways in most 
countries. 

Type of lastitution 

Teaching loads tend to be different at two-year colleges, , 
four-year colleges, and universities, and at high-quality and 
low-quality institutions. They also tend to be different at 
black and religious collegei compared to other similar insti- 
tutions (Billingsley 1982). 

Teaching loads are lower at high-quality institutions than 
at lower-quality institutions (Baldridge et al. 1978; Fulton 
and Trow 1974; Parsons and Piatt 1969; Stecklein, Willie, 
and Lorenz 1983; Wilson 1942). Although definitions vary, 
"high-quality institutions" tend to offer doctorates and to 
have more resources, which enable them to earmark funds 
for faculty research and other activities that result in lower 
teaching loads. They also tend to hire faculty members 
who are more interested in research than in teaching. For 
example, only 15 percent of the faculty members at high- 
quality research institutions said that they were verv 
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heavily interested in teaching, compared to 77 percent of 
junior college faculty (Fulton and Trow 1974). 



Discipline 

Differences in workload among disciplines are complex. 
On the one hand, teaching load schedules at a given institu- 
tion tend to be relatively uniform except for some of the 
professional schools, such as medicine or law. On the 
other hand, the amount of time required for preparation 
and evaluation varies widely among disciplines (Stick- 
ler I960), 

Perhaps the reason for this variation is that a single aca- 
demic profession does not exist; instead, it encompasses 
many professions, one for each discipline, which has its 
own history, intellectual style, preferences for types of 
research and publication, and even different career lines 
(Light 1974). Some disciplines, such as psychology, could 
even be divided in^o subdisciplines because conceptual ori- 
entation and work habits differ greatly— in this case among 
clinical, experimental, and social psychologists. Similarly, 
psychology is usually classified as one of the social sci- 
ences, even though some department members think and 
behave like humanities faculty while others think and 
behave like scientists. 

Although most institutions group disciplines in similar 
ways (for example, humanities, sciences, social sciences, 
education, business, law, medicine), social science 
researcliers have attempted to devise alternative group- 
ings. One such classification categorized each discipline in 
a university as hard or soft, reflecting the extent to which 
the discipline used a paradigm reflecting consensus with 
regard to the problems to be studied and the methods to be 
used; pure or applied, and life or nonlife (Biglan 1973a, 
1973b), Faculty members' commitment to teaching, 
research, or service activities varied according to disci- 
pline. Faculty members in "soft" areas preferred teaching 
and spent more time teaching, while those in "hard" areas 
preferred research and devoted more time to it. Scholars in 
the "pure" areas liked research more than those in 
"applied" areas but did not spend more time at it. Persons 
in applied areas preferred service activities and devoted 
more time to them. Faculty in the "life" areas liked teach- 
ing less than those in "nonlife" areas and devoted less 
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time to it. Scholars working in thc)j|)ard disciplines produce 
fewer books and monographs but^fnore journal articles, 
while persons in the applied ar(^s tend to produce techni- 
cal reports. 

Others have used these categories in studies of work- 
load. (Interestingly, the rate of response to questionnaires 
also differs, which could influence the reliability of the data 
obtained in workload studies.) Faculty members in the 
soft-pure-nonlife category (humanities) devoted the most 
time to teaching (52 percent), while those in the hard-pure- 
life (biology) and hard-applied life (agriculture) categories 
devoted the least time to teaching, 27 percent and 20 per- 
cent, respectively (Smart and McLaughlin 1978). SCH/ 
FTE was higher in the soft than in the hard disciplines, 
higher in the pure than in the applied areas, and higher in 
the nonlife than in the life disciplines (MutTo and Langston 
1981). Interestingly, in all cases except pure versus 
applied, the disciplines with higher SCH/FTE ratios also 
had higher salaries. On the other hand, at seven large pub- 
lic institutions, while some departmental ratios were simi- 
lar at all institutions, others showed very wide interinstitu- 
tional percentile ranges: biology 8 to 95, business 20 to 100, 
French 34 to 100, history 24 to 100, English 33 to 84, law 
45 to 97 (J( nus 1974). One should therefore exercise 
caution in maKing generalizations. 

Hesseldenz (1976) used a different set of categories 
(developed by Holland (1973)) based on the abilities indi- 
viduals believe they have, the tasks they enjoy doing, and 
what their values are. Departments were classified as real- 
istic, investigative, social, ente^ .ising, or artistic. While 
these categorizations may h"' ituitively meaningful, they 
are quite different from the w^y most institutions of higher 
education are organized and from Biglan's categories. 
Nevertheless, the percentage of time devoted to instruction 
by faculty in different departments was clearly different: 
artistic 64 percent, social 54 percent, enterprising 51 per- 
cent, investigative 47 percent, and realistic 43 percent. 

Thus, workload differs among disciplines. In addition, 
some academic disciplines have special needs or require- 
ments. Teaching loads at law schools, for example, are 
specified in the bylaws of the Association of American 
Law Schools — eight or 10 class hours per week, depending 
on how repetitive classes are counted. Some institutions 



adjust the assigned course loads of faculty membprs in 
departments of English (Snepp I%8), Many adju$t the 
assignments for laboratory courses and physical Education 
courses. f 

Class Size 

Although many have offered the opinion that larger classes 
require extra time, a person who teaches 600 students does 
not work 60 times as hard as one teaching 10 students; in 
fact, he may work less because he has assistance in grading 
papers and in other tasks (Caplow 1960). Talking to 200 
students is quite different from talking to 25 students, how- 
ever (Bailey 1968), and this opinion appears to be more 
popular. All 75 institutions in one survey agreed that large 
classes require more time (Sexson 1%7). Some institutions 
assign extra workload credits to faculty members who 
teach large classes (Shulman 1980). 

Contrary to popular opinion, however, most researchers 
report that any effect of class size is minor. Thus, when 
Reeves et al. (1933) correlated class size with a faculty 
member's estimates of the time and energy required by a 
course, they obtained a coefficient of correlation equal to 
+ .18, ± .03, and concluded that teaching load is not signif- 
icantly influenced by class size. The lack of evidence of a 
relationship between class size and time devoted to teach- 
ing has had little influence on faculty workload formulas, 
many of which assign arbitrary weights to different class 
sizes (for example, Hauck 1969; Howell 1%2; Miller 1968; 
Sexson 1%7). 

Because the data indicate a negligible influence of class 
iize on workload and because data indicate no relationship 
between class size and student learning (Laughlin 1976; 
Yuker 1974), it is more important to examine the variables 
that mediate the effects of class size than try to generalize 
about its effects. Data pertaining to the following variables 
are needed: 

1. The amount of time spent in class, which is indepen- 
dent of class size. The amount of effort or energy 
expended during that time may vary, but effort 
cannot be adequately defined or measured. 

2. The amount of time spent preparing for class, which 
might vary as a result of class size. 
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3. The amount of time spent grading papers, which 
might vary with class size. The relationship, however, 
could be negative or positive. Graduate assistants and 
multiple choice exams could significantly decrease 
grading time. It would be more meaningful to con- 
sider the number and types of written assignments 
and who grades them rather than class size per se. 

4. The etYect of class size on the amount of time spent 
intemcting with students, which is difficult to predict. 
The most important influence is probably the instruc- 
tor's personality and attitude. Students' perceptions 
are also important; students in large classes might be 
less likely to try to see the instructor or might interact 
more readily with teaching assistants. 

Several conclusions concerning class size can be drawn. 
Despite its use in workload formulas and despite the popu- 
lar belief that class size is an important determinant of 
workload, it is not important. The emphasis given to class 
size is an empirical question that ideally should be deter- 
mined separately for each course and each teacher and 
based on the number of hours devoted to preparation and 
grading, not inferred from arbitrary formulas. 

Course Level 

It is often assumed that upper-division courses are more 
difficult to teach than lower-division courses and that grad- 
uate courses require the most time and effort. Some insti- 
tutions explicitly take this assumption into account by giv- 
ing instructors who teach graduate courses reduced teach- 
ing load' One study of 46 universities revealed that 22 
percent reduced loads for graduate teaching, 65 percent did 
not differentiate between graduate and undergraduate 
courses, and 13 percent made other distinctions (Hanesian 
1977). In another study, course preparation and administra- 
tion time did not vary as a function of course level (Mary- 
land Council 1975). 

''Conflicting conclusions characterize studies regarding 
the effects of level of instruction on faculty load'* (Stickler 
1960, p. 88). Some investigators (Kelly 1926 and Koos 
1919, for example) concluded that course level is an impor- 
tant factor; others (Reeves et al. 1933) present data indicat- 
ing that the amount of time and effort devoted to a course 
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steadily decreases as one increases the course level. The 
conflict is also reflected in workload formulas, some of 
which weight all courses equally, i.'^gardless of level, oth- 
ers of which give graduate courses four times as much 
weight as undergraduate courses (Hill 1%9)* Assumptions 
not based on data can be deadly! 

These discrepancies in data and opinions result, at least 
in part, from differences in subject matter and diflferences 
in the teaching styles of individual professors. Thus, one 
can conclude that while other aspects of courses may be 
important, course level, like class size, should not be con- 
sidered a major influence on faculty workload. 

Course Typ^ 

Although course type would be assumed to exert an impor- 
tant influence on preparation time, few data support that 
assumption and additional research is needed. The major 
data come from the 65-year-old study by Koos (1919), who 
calculated ratios to indicate the total number of hours 
required to prepare and present a one-hour class. His 
ratios ranged from a low of L 17 for field work (that is, one 
hour of field work and . !7 hour of preparation time) to a 
high of 2.98 for a lecture (that is, :,98 hours of prepara- 
tion), close to the hypothetical two-to-one ratio. 

Most institutions ignore mode of presentation. All one- 
hour classes are considered equivalent, whether they 
involve student recitations, seminars, discussions, or lec- 
tures. One distinction made in the past was that two labo- 
ratory hours were considered the equivalent of one teach- 
ing hour (Kelly 1926), but this ratio has been changed at 
many schools, where laboratory hours are now considered 
equal to teaching hours. 

Preparations 

It is generally assumed that number of preparations is an 
important aspect of teaching load. It should take less time 
to prepare for several sections of the same course than to 
prepare for an equal number of sections of different cour- 
ses, an assumption manifest in many workload formulas. 

Nevertheless, the data fail to support the commonly 
accepted assumption. In one study, data indicated few con- 
sistent differences based on number of preparations (Koos 
1919), and another indicated that a second section of a 
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course requires approximately the same amount of lime to 
prepare and teach as the initial section (Reeves et al. 1933). 

Even though the ^/amber ot preparations may not be an 
important influence on faculty workload, it seems reason- 
able to assume that the first time a person teaches a 
course, more time will be required, and although the • 
research data arc limited, they tend to support the assump- 
tion. In one study, the time required for the first prepara- 
tion of a lecture was 70 percent higher than for subsequent 
ones, a seminar was 60 percent higher, mixed lecture. ahd 
discussion 33 percent, recitation 1 1 percent, arjd laboratory 
9 percent higher (Koos 1919). Some institutions'^rtjcogni/e 
this factor by reducing the loads of faculty prepari^ a new 
course. '•"^ 

Data comparing presentations subsequent to the first are 
not available. While one might assume that the second and 
possibly the third preparation also require additional time, 
a Icvcling-oft' point is probably reached relatively quickly. 
One study reported that no relationship existed between 
the number of yqars of teaching experience and the time 
spent in preparation (McMullen 1927). And the finding that 
no differences existed between ranks in the time devoted 
to course preparation is pertinent if one assumes that rank 
is highly correlated with the amount of teaching experience 
(Koos 1919). V 

In this case, data and Iheor^ coincide. Even though the 
data are limited, they indicate that new preparations and 
extensive revisions of old courses take rnore time than 
preparation of courses that have been repeatedly taught. 
This factor should be considered in describing faculty load. 

Rank , 

Most studies of the relationship between rank and t^^a.^hing 
load report an inverse relationship; professors tend to have 
the lowest leaching loads, assistant professors and instruc- 
tors the highest. In Maryland, the average load is 8.8 for 
professors, 10.6 for instructors (Maryland Council 1975); 
nationally, the average load is 8.4 for professors, 14.3 for 
instructors (Ladd and Lipset 1977). 

With regard to time devoted to instruction, one study 
reported thai full professors devoted 27. 1 hours per week 
to instruction, compared to 33.4 for associate professors 
and 37.2 for lecturers (University of Connecticut 1976); 
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another reported that professors devote 46 percent of their 
time to teaching, assistant professors 56 percent (Hessel- 
denz 1976). Some data indicate that professors spend 9.4 
hours preparing for class, instructors 1 1.0 (Ladd and Lip- 
set 1977). Finally, instructors are more interested in teach- 
ing than in research; in one study, 86 percent said they 
were heavily interested in teaching or interested in both 
but leaning toward teaching, compared to 61 percent of the 
full professors (Ladd and Lipset 1977). 

This inverse relationship also exists outside of the 
United States. In Great Britain, professors devote the least 
time to teaching, readers and senior lecturers (roughly 
equivalent to associate professors) are in the middle, and 
lecturers (assistant professors) spend the most time teach- 
ing (Carter 1974). A survey of 80 universities in 50 
countries indicated that senior-level faculty teach an aver- 
age of 8.3 hours per week, middle level 10.8, and junior 
level 11. 9 (Onushkin 1972). The average differences among 
ranks were much greater in developing countries (senior 
8.7 versus junior 12.8) than in developed countries (senior 
6.9 versus 8.9HOnushkin 1972). 

Gender 

Only recently has the relationship between gender and 
workload been studied, and that study indicates that no 
significant differences exist between the workloads of 
female and male nontenured assistant professors 
(McLaugTriin, Mahan, and Montgomery 1983). Gender dif- 
ferences are small in comparison with the differences 
attributable to discipline and college. Future studies should 
include this variable. 

Individual Differences 

The total time devoted to instruction by individual faculty 
members who have'similar teaching load assignments dif- 
fers greatly. For example, at the University of Chicago, 9 
percent of the faculty devoted 71 percent or more of their 
time to teaching, 58 percent devoted between 31 percent 
and 70 percent, and 33 percent devoted 30 percent or less 
of their time to teaching (Reeves et al. 1933). 

People who are interested in teaching tend to be 
employed at lower-quality institutions, such as junior col- 
leges and four-year colleges (Fulton and Trow 1974). Only 
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15 percent of the faculty members at high-quality institu- 
tions state that their interests lie heavily in teaching, com- 
pared to 77 percent in junior colleges. An inverse relation- 
ship exists between the time devoted to teaching and the 
total time devoted to academic pursuits (Myers and Mager 
1980). Faculty members who said they work fewer than 40 
hours per week reported that they devote 43 percent of 
their time to teaching, while those who said they work 
more than 70 hours per week devote 22 percent to teach- 
ing; the under-40 group devotes 17 hours to instruction, the 
70-plus group 15.5 hours. Apparently, faculty members 
who put in many hours per week devote the extra time to 
activities other than teaching! 

The amount of time devoted to instructional activities 
follows a normal rather than a bimodal distribution and 
consequently cannot be the result of ''a large group of 
overworked faculty counterbalancing anotuer large group 
of 'shirkers' (Institute for Research 1978. p. 80). None- 
theless, very large individual differences exist; in a two- 
day period, one faculty member devoted one-half hour to 
instruction while another devoted 26 hours. 

Differences in faculty members' interest in teaching arc 
reflected in the relative emphasis on teaching at the institu- 
tions where persons seek and accent faculty positions and 
in workload assignments. Perhaps most important, how- 
ever, the number of hours per week devoted to instruc- 
tional activities primarily reflects a faculty member's inter- 
ests rather than the assigned course load. If a faculty mem- 
ber is assigned fewer courses, the total weekly hours 
devoted to instruction will probably not change; he or she 
simply spends m.ore time on each course. .Similarly, if the 
teaching load is increased, a faculty member will most 
probably devote less time to each course. 

Consequences of Instructional Load 

Although importani questions have been raised about the 
effects of instructional workload on the quality of teaching 
and of learning, data relating to these questions are almost 
completely nonexistent. While some faculty member.^ 
maintain that teaching loads are too high and reduced loads 
would result in better teaching, this assertion has not been 
documented. In view of the data indicating wide variations 
in the amount of time devoted to instruction by faculty 



members with similar teaching loads, the most reasonable 
assumption is that the quality of both faculty members' 
and students' performance is more closely correlated with 
the amount of time devoted to Instruction than with 
-teaching load. 
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RESE/ RCH, SCHOLARSHIP, AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES 



Most studies of workload contain a category that includes 
all intellectual activities engaged in by faculty members 
that distinguish the scholar from the nonscholar. If these 
activities are overly stressed at an institution, a "publish or 
perish" attitude results. If they are not sufficiently 
stressed, the academic reputation of the institution suffers. 

This category includes all scholarly activities that have 
as their goal a specific scholarly production— writing 
books, articles, or reviews, painting, giving a recital, com- 
posing music, reviewing the work of a colleague, or con- 
ducting scholarly research. Professional development 
activities, such as reading and studying or attending work- 
shops or professional meetings, or engagmg in other activi- 
ties that lead to personal intellectual growth but do not 
lead to specific scholarly output, are excluded from this 
category. 

The term "research" is used in this monograph to cover 
all of the activities specified in the comprehensive list con- 
tained in the University of California report: 

• creating new knowledge by scientific experimentation; 

• painting, creating dramatic or, musical compositions; 

• conducting field research; 

• writing or publishing articles and books; 

• supervising research staff; ^ 

• developing grant proposals or applications for funding; 

• rehearsing for one's music, drama, or dance perfor- 
mance; 

• practicing athletics (for physical education faculty); 

• reading journals and other literature, viewing art. and 
attending concerts, only when they bear directly on 
research or creative activities; 

• discussing research with colleagues (Institute for 
Research 1978). 

Research and Teaching 

Many pages in the literature of higher education have been 
devoted to discussions of whether teaching or research is 
more important at a given type of institution, how much 
weight should be given to each factor in evaluating fticulty 
members for promotion or tenure, and whether a negative 
relationship exists between the amount of research per- 
formed and teaching performance. 
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According to Light (1974), research^ rather than teaching 
best represents the major mission of institutions of higher 
education, and scholarly activities and teaching undergrad- 
uates are in constant conflict. (Teaching graduate students 
is more acceptable because it is closer to research at the 
leading institutions in the United States.) Nevertheless, a 
surprising percentage of faculty at 'Messer universities and 
colleges" publish papers and books. Using Light's defini- 
tion of scholarly professionals as those individuals whose 
core activity is the advancement of knowledge, only the 20 
percent of U.S. faculty who publish (Fulton and Trow 
1974) would be so defined. 

The assumption that teaching and research are nega- 
tively related is tenable only if the total time devoted to the 
two activities remains constant, which is often not the 
case. It is probable that if teaching loads were reduced, 
faculty members would either devote more time to activi- 
ties other than research or reduce their total work week. 

Although the question of the relationship between the 
number of hours devoted to teaching and the number 
devotetl to research is an empirical one, few empirical 
studies have been completed. One of the best correlated 
the time devoted to teaching and to research and found 
that all of the correlation values were small and negative, 
ranging from - .02 to - .10 (Koos 1919) Thus, the rela- 
tionship between teaching time and research time is negli- 
gible, anc^ universities should not reduce teaching loads in 
the hope that it will result in more research. It would be 
more economical and practical to reduce the teaching 
schedules of individual instructors who have demonstrated 
their inclination toward and ability in research. A more 
recent study concluded that changes in teaching load do 
not influence research or public service activities unless 
the teaching load is greatly increased (Hesseldenz 1976). 
The data appear conclusive: Universities should look for 
evidence of research productivity rather than assuming 
that a reduction in teaching load will automatically result in 
more research. 



I l.ighl prefers the term "scholarship" to "research" as data show that 
academic rewards and professional reputation are based on professional 
publications richer than research (nr leaching), and some important 
papers are written without research. 
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Few studies have been performed of individual differ- 
ences or of the personality variables that correlate with the 
amount of time devoted to research in an academic setting. 
One study indicates a strong positiv.j relationship between 
time spent doing research and expressed interest in 
research (Ladd and Lipset 1977). Persons who say their 
interests are heavily in rei h devote an average of more 
than 22 hours per week to research, while those whose 
interests are heavily in teaching devote less than one hour 
per week, on average (median), to research. Conversely, 
faculty members heavily interested in research average 5.6 
teaching hours per week compared to 12.3 hours for those 
heavily interested in teaching. 

Research Output 

Research output can be measured by number of produc- 
tions (publications, paintings, musical compositions, and 
so on), quality of production^ (number of citations or refer- 
ences, quality of reviews), and less directly by the number 
and worth of grants received. The several measures tend to 
be highly intercorrelated so that the result is what Paul La- 
zarsfeld referred to as an "interchangeability of indices." 

Most faculty members produce few or. no scholarly 
works. Of the faculty at institutions of higher education in 
Minnesota, 85 percent reported that they had produced no 
creative works during the five-year period 1975 to 1980 
(Stecklein, Willie, and Lorenz 1983). In a national sample 
of 4,383 faculty members, 24 percent had never published 
an article or a book (Ladd 1979). At the other extreme, 2.5 
percent had published a total of five or more books plus 21 
or more articles, and I percent had published more than 10 
books plus more than 50 articles. Scholarly productivity 
tends to be rewarded financially as well as by enhanced 
reputation and recognition from colleagues. Faculty sala- 
ries art influenced more by research than by teaching 
(Katz 1973; Siegfried and White 1973), and a moderate 
relationship exists between scholarly productivity and sal- 
ary increases, with a smaller relationship between teaching 
effectiveness and salary increases (Hoyt 1974). No rela- 
tionship i' apparent, however, between scholarly publica- 
tions and teaching etTectivcness. When faculty members at 
Stanford were asked to indicate which factors influence the 
"flexible" reward system at the university, 78 percent said 



Most/acuity 
members 
produce few 
or no 
scholarly 
works. 



Faculty Workload: Hen-arch, Theory, and Interpretation 



ERIC 



5iJ 



47 



research, 20 percent teaching, 8 percent university service, 
and 3 percent external service. When they were asked 
which factors shouldhc influential, 67 percent said 
research and 51 percent teaching. Thus, even at a major 
research university, over half of the faculty members 
believe that teaching performance should influence sala- 
ries. Nevertheless, research is **the means by which pres- 
tige is usually, and promotion almost always, gained" (Ful- 
ton and Trow 1974, p. 31). 

Institutional Differences 

Many studies have documertted institutional differences in 
both faculty members' interest in research and in research 
productivity. These differences are positively correlated 
with ratings of the quality of an institution. In an 2ar\y 
study, faculty members at state universities, land grant 
institutions, and private nondenominational institutions 
spent substantially more time in research than those who 
worked at teachers colleges and junior colleges (Evenden, 
Gamble, and Blue 1933). Thirty-five percent of the faculty 
at 12 liberal arts colleges devoted no time to research, 
compared to only 10 percent at universities that receive 
substantial federal research support (Orlans 1%2). 

Almost three times as much time was devoted to 
research in high-quality institutions (35 percent) as in low- 
quality institutions (12.5 percent) (Parsons and Piatt 1969). 
Further, almost all faculty members said they would have 
liked to devote more time to research (the ideal time was 
45 percent in high-quality and 25 percent in low-quality 
institutions). At community colleges 93 percent of the fac- 
ulty spend less than 10 percent of their time on research, 
compared to 54 percent at four-year institutions and 27 per- 
cent at the University of Minnesota (Stecklein, Willie, and 
Lorenz 1983). Faculty at doctoral-granting institutions 
devote 50 to 100 percent more time in research and gradu- 
ate training than do faculty in other institutions (Baldridge 
etal. 1978). 

Differences in productivity reflect research interest. In 
the 1970s, several investigators asked faculty members 
whether their interests lie ''heavily in research; in both, 
leaning toward research; in both, leaning toward teaching; 
or heavily in teaching" (Behymcr and Blackburn 1975; Ful- 
ton and Trow 1974; Ladd and Upset 1975, 1977). Of the 
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faculty at high-prestige universities, 50 percent were either 
highly interested in research or interested in both research 
and teaching but leaning toward research, compared to 26 
percent at high-prestige four-year institutions and 5 percent 
at two-y^ar institutions (Fulton and Trow 1974). Similarly, 
61 percertt of the faculty at high-quality universities 
expressed research interests, compared to 14 percent at 
small teacher-oriented colleges (Behymer and Blackburn 
1975). At high-prestige universities, 79 percent of the fac- 
ulty said they currently were engaged in research, com- 
pared to 54 percent at prestigious four-year institutions and 
14 percent at two-year c alleges (Fulton and Trow 1974). 

Discipline 

Faculty members in the natural sciences devote more time 
to research than those in mathematics or engineering 
(Foley 1929). At institutions that receive research support 
from the federal government, faculty members in the sci- 
ences spend about twice as much time on research activi- 
ties as those in the humanities (Orlans 1962). Those in the 
social sciences devote almost as much time as those in the 
sciences. 

In the study by Fulton and Trow (1974), the percent of 
faculty who said they were currently not engaged in any 
research ranged from a low of 5 percent in biology to a 
high of 31 percent in the fine arts. Similarly, the percent 
who said they had no current publications ranged from a 
low of 16 percent in biology to a high of 56 percent in the 
fine arts. The percent with current publications, by disci- 
pline, included 84 percent in biology, 75 percent in social 
sciences, 74 percent in physical sciences, 71 percent in 
engineering, 62 percent in business, 60 percent in educa- 
tion, 59 percent in humanities, and 44 percent in fine arts. 
Those percentages arc supported by other studies: Sub- 
stantially similar data were reported by the University of 
Connecticut (1976), except that humanities and fine arts 
ranked between the physical sciences and engineering, and 
social work was at the hotfnm of the list Thus, the data 
indicate that the sciences and social sciences have the 
highest productivity, business, education, and humanities 
are in the middle, and fine arts arc low. These data, how- 
ever, are influenced by the iype of productivity—for exam- 
ple, books versus articles versus paintings. 
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Differences also exist among disciplines with regard to 
publication outlets. Research in the **hard" disciplines, 
such as the sciences and some of the social sciences (psy- 
chology, for example), is published in articles rather than 
in books (Behymer and Blackburn 1975; Creswell and 
Bean 1981). 

In some disciplines — nursing, for example — concern has 
been expressed about the dearth of faculty research, which 
may result from th;; lack of research skills and research 
socialization during education (Fawcett 1979), Nonre- 
searchers often blame lack of time, even though data indi- 
cate that providing time for research seldom results in 
increased research productivity. Time for research appears 
to be directly related to the priority assigned to research 
compared to the priority assigned to teaching, service, and 
leisure (Fawcett 1979). Research can be done on weekends 
and during semester breaks, summer vacations, and sab- 
batical leaves. People who want to do research find time to 
do it. People who arc highly motivated to publish manage 
to do so. 

Rank 

Higher-ranked faculty are more productive than those in 
lower ranks. At the better colleges and universities, 31 per- 
cent of the instructors, 66 percent of the assistant profes- 
sors, 74 percent of the associate professors, and 82 percent 
of the full professors reported current publications (Fulton 
and Trow 1974). In another study, 2 percent of the instruc- 
tors, 13 percent of the assistant professors, 21 percent of 
the associate professors, and 29 percent of the full profes- 
sors had published five or more articles in the previous two 
years (Behvmer and Blackburn 1975). And other data 
reveal that in-^tructors say they spend 1 1 hours per week 
on research, assistant professors 12, associate professors 
14, and full professors 15 (University of Connecticut 1976). 
While these differences appear small. Four hours a week 
represents 2(K) hours a year, which can result in differences 
in research output. 

But others found no differences in rank; faculty spend 
about 25 percent of their time on research activities, 
regardless of rank (Hesselden/ 1976). With increasing age 
and increasing rank, some professors spend less time on 
research and more on administration, and others continue 



to spend large portions of their time on research and publi- 
cation (Allison and Stewart 1974). Perhaps the differences 
between the two groups can be accounted for by the ''Mat- 
thew effect" (Merton 1968) or by the related concept of 
cumulative advantage: Highly productive scientists who 
receive positive feedback through recognition and 
resources tend lo maintain or even increase their produc- 
tivity with increasing age, while those who produce little 
early in their careers tend to produce even less later. 

Gender 

Most data indicate that men publish more than women, 
perhaps because female faculty members have many of the 
characteristics associated with low productivity: holding 
degrees from and appointments at less prestigious schools, 
teaching humanities rather than science, teaching under- 
graduate courses, holding lower rank, and being less inter- 
ested in research (Behymer and Blackburn 1975). Some of 
these diffci jnces can stem from discrimination; others may 
reflect'differences in socialization. The important finding is 
that when these variables are parceled out, gender differ- 
ences disappear. Women who have the characteristics 
associated with high research productivity are just as pro- 
ductive as men (Clemente 1973; Over 1982). 

Individual DifTerences 

Although variables such as institution, discipline, rank, and 
gender are related to research productivity, they do not 
account for all of the variance. Two professors in the same 
discipline at the same institution, of the same sex and simi- 
lar rank, might have quite different records of productivity. 
And a female associate professor of English at a middle- 
level, four- year college might be many times more produc- 
tive than a male full professor of biology at a major 
research university. These differences can probably be 
attributed to a combination of individual factors, including 
interest and the types and amounts of feedback received. 

A positive relationship exists between the percent of 
time devoted to research and the total number of hours 
worked per week (Myers and Mager 1980). People who 
work fewer than 40 houis per week spend about 8 percent 
of that time (three hours) in research. Those who work 60 
to 69 hours per week devote 15 percent of their time (at 



Faculty Workload: Research, Theory, and Interpretation 

erJc 63 



least nine hours) to research. Apparently, spending more 
time working permits individuals interested in research to 
devote more time to it. 

A high interest in research is the best predictor of 
research productivity, and frequent communication with 
colleagues at other institutions is second best (Behymer 
and Blackburn 1975). In addition, productive researchers 
subscribe to more journals: 4 percent of the faculty receive 
no journals, 28 percent receive one or two, 35 percent 
three or four, 26 percent five to iO, and 4 percent more 
than 10. Thus, intrinsic variables are the best predictors: 
^•Research activity is its own reward and is not engaged in 
for the sake of something else" (p. 28). 
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OTHER FACULTY ACTIVITIES 



Although instruction and research represent the miyor mis- 
sions of most institutions of higher education, data from a 
number of studies indicate that faculty members spend 15 
percent to 30 percent of their time on a variety of activities 
other than teaching and research. Faculty attitudes toward 
those other activities vary greatly, and they are reflected in 
the time devoted to them. 

Advisement and Interaction with Students 

The amount of time devoted to counseling students varies 
widely— from an average of 1.8 percent of time (Ritchey 
1959).to 12.4 percent (Bayer 1973). At three Florida institu- 
tions, the amount of time per vt'eek devoted to advisement 
ranged from 20 minutes to 17 hours (Raskin 1979). Some 
faculty members spend much time on campus, often with 
the office door open, willing to talk to anyone who drops 
m. Other faculty members are almost never available. 

Some argue that faculty members do not devote enough 
time to advisement and that cost-effective procedures must 
be developed so that students will be given competent 
advice (Raskin 1979). it has occasionally been suggested 
that faculty members should be given released time for this 
activity (Bossenmaier 1978), but it is seldom done. Nor do 
most collective bargaining agreements specify advisement 
duties (league and Grites 1980), a further indication that 
many faculty members do not consider it important. 

The amount of time devoted to advisement varies among 
both institutions and programs. Individualized degree pro- 
grams require double the amount of counseling time 
needed by other programs (Hansen 1980). Only 15 percent 
of faculty members at four-year institutions devote no time 
to counseling, compared to 25 percent of those at commu- 
nity colleges, even though the presumably less academi- 
cally sophisticated community college students need more 
counseling than those at four-year colleges (Stecklein. Wil- 
lie, and Lorenz 1983). 

Faculty members interact with students primarily as an 
instructor or academic advisor rather than as an equal dis- 
cussing academic or intellectual matters or campus issues 
or engaging in informal socialization (Wilson, Wood, and 
Gaff 1974). The extent of instructor-student interaction is 
related to faculty members' belief that it is an important 
part of the educational process and to the extent to which 
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faculty members keep their office hours. But the extent to 
which a faculty member interacts with students is not 
related to such factors as research productivity, research 
time, professional activities, or involvement in graduate 
teaching. 

Faculty members spend less than 1 percent of their time 
working with student organizations; the percent is slightly 
higher at community colleges (Stecklein, Willie, and Lor- 
enz 1983). 

Some academics argue that advisement and counseling 
should be the responsibility of nonfaculty personnel, such 
as those in the office of the dean of students. Others sug- 
gest that nonfaculty cannot do the job as well as faculty. In 
either case, it is important to obtain data pertaining to the 
amount of time faculty members devote to interacting with 
students and the consequences of such interaction for both 
students and faculty members. 

Consulting and Off-Campus Activities 

Over the years, concern has been expressed that persons 
who engage in outside work may neglect their teaching 
duties, their students, or their institutional responsibilities. 
Faculty members have full-time jobs and, like executives, 
owe all of their time to the institution. Particular concern is 
apparent about persons who engage in private practice or 
paid consulting or who work for another organization 
(including another educational institution). Concern is less 
about unpaid consulting, which is assumed to benefit the 
institution or the communit> . 

Ethical problems can arise when faculty members use 
institutional facilities while v/orking on other than institu- 
tional business, particularly assignments for which they are 
paid. Off-campus faculty activities often involve the use of 
^'materials" paid for by the institution: supplies and equip- 
ment, the telephone, the library, the computer center, for 
example. These costs are probably insignificant compared 
to the valui of the faculty member's time lost to the institu- 
tion. Faculty members who devote significant percentages 
of their time to noninstitutional business obtain a signifi- 
cant percent of their salary tor work they are not doing. 

Based on this reasoning, the Universit / of Chicago for 
many years required faculty members to mit all of their 
consulting fees to the university, and some medical schools 



currently require faculty to remit at least a portion of their 
outside earnings. The seriousness of the problem is indi- 
cated by the fact that in 1976 the federal government asked 
Stanford University to reimburse it for all time that faculty 
members with federal contracts devoted to outside consult- 
ing (Patton and Marver 1979), 

The problem is compounded by the normally vague defi- 
nitions of niculty workload (Marsh and Dillon 1980), What 
IS the normal work week of a faculty member? Most teach- 
ers m higher education say they work 50 to 60 hours per 
week. So do most nonacademic professionals, such as doc- 
tors, lawyers, and accountants (Dillon and Marsh 1979), 
How much professional time is paid for? Do faculty mem- 
bers, like college presidents, owe 168 hours per week to 
the institution? If a faculty member devotes an average of 
55 hours per week to university work, can he or she devote 
additional hours to outside consulting? What about con- 
sulting during holidays and vacations? Is it reasonable for 
a faculty member to spend many hours per week on off- 
campus, paid activities? 

In contrast to these concerns, consulting, whether paid 
or unpaid, helps institutions fulfill their public service 
responsibilities and enhance faculty members' competence 
(Allard 1982), Such activities are not excessive and do not 
take time away from other faculty activities (Marsh and 
Dillon 1980), 

Many studies (for example, Bowen 1978; Ladd 1979; 
Marsh and Dillon 1980; Marver and Patton 1976) have 
reported that the percentage of faculty members who have 
outside income ranges from a low of 51 percent for faculty 
members on 1 1-month appointments (Bowen 1978) to a 
high of 85 percent for those on academic year appoint- 
ments (Marsh and Dillon 1980), Marsh and Dillon believe 
that the figures reported in most .studies are probably 
underestimated. 

About 44 percent of faculty members earn additional 
income by teaching (Dunham, Wright, and Chandler 1966), 
with 12 percent of those teaching at institutions other than 
their own (Marsh and Dillon 1980), Between 10 percent 
(Marsh and Dillon 1980) and 17 percent (Dunham, Wright, 
and Chandler 1966) earn outside income from speeches 
and/or royalties, and 13 percent of faculty report income 
from consulting (Dunham, Wright, and Chandler 1966), 
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Opportunities Tor consulting vary by discipline, rank, 
and institution. They are greatest in applied fields like engi- 
neering, business, medicine, and law. In one study, 21 per- 
cent of the Ph.D. faculty in the sciences and engineering 
engaged in consulting, compared to 12 percent in the 
humanities (Lewis and Boyer 1983). The percentage is 
greater at higher than at lower ranks (Bowen 1978; Lewis 
and Boyer 1983), Sixty percent of the paid consultants and 
one-third of the unpaid consultants are employed at univer- 
siti:*s, the rest by two- and four-year institutions (Patton 
and M.A\cv 1979). 

Faculty members who consult tend to have higher sala- 
ries and higher gross incomes than those who do not 
(Lewis and Boyer 1983). Faculty members who were paid 
consultants averaged \5 percent of their base in one study 
(Ladd 1979); those on academic-year appointments earned 
19 percent over their base salary, and those on full-year 
appointments earned 11 percent (Bowen 1978), In another 
study, 93 percent of those with outside income said it was 
under 10 percent of their total income, compared to 2 per- 
cent who said it equaled at least 25 percent of their total 
income (Stccklein, Willie, and Loren/ 1983). 

According to an article in the New York Times (\2 Sep- 
tember 1982), over 85 percent of the medical schools in the 
United Stales have regulations dealing with faculty incorfie. 
The regulations are difficult to enforce, however, and the 
failure of the system and the large outside income of phy- 
sicians who work at medical schools have been reported 
periodically. Of all academic physicians, 53 percent have 
private practices, double the percentage of full-time hos- 
pital staff physicians who have private practices (Gold- 
berg 1969). 

Similarly, the bylaws of the Association of American 
Law Schools (1982) arc very explicit wi(h respect to the 
duties of a faculty member: A '*full-time teacher" in a law 
school is expected to devote * 'substantially" all of his time 
to being a teacher, scholar, and educator. Outside activi- 
ties should not interfere with the person's regular presence 
and i.vailability at the school; they should coincide with the 
major fields of interest to the person as a teacher and a 
scholar and when possible should provide enriching experi- 
ences that can be used in the person's capacity a; a teacher 




and a scholar. Similar regulations in other disciplines might 
result in taculty members* spending more time on campus. 

Institutional Service 

"Institutional service" includes meetings, student ser- 
vices, other organized activities, and general administra- 
tive duties. 

Meetings 

All committee and group meetings— from a departmental 
subcommittee meeting to a universitywide faculty meet- 
• ing— and the ancillary time devoted to preparing for meet- 
ings and writing minutes or reports for them belong in this 
category. Attendance at institutional functions— com- 
mencements, convocations, faculty teas, for example- 
could be included. The time spent in meetings of one kind 
or another can add up to a large number of hours per 
moftth (Yuker. Holmes, and Davidovicz 1972). 

Stu^fent services 

Definitions of "student service" vary. It includes "all ser- 
' vices related to advising .student programs and activities, 
directing student performances, and all other services for 
■ the student such as letters of recommendation" (Lorents 
I97I, p. 123). as well as the administrative and clerical time 
devoted to t^-^se ''•inctions. many of which belong to the 
category o int. .acting with students. Coaching an athletic 
team and uirecting the orchestra or a play can also be 
included (Manning and Romney 1973). It probably would 
^e most useful if this category were restricted to specific 
assif>ned student service activities, including time spent 
working in the office of the dean of students, the counsel- 
ing center, the placement center, the financial aid office, or 
the admissions office. Student-related activities that are not 
assigned should be placed in the category of interacting 
with students, 

Other organized activities 

"Other organized activities" refers to assigned duties out- 
side the academic department not related to student ser- 
vices: a: .signed duties in the library, museum, research 
center, laboratory school, residence halls, bookstore, and 
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so forth. Like student services, this category should be 
restricted to activities that are part of the faculty member's 
contractual assignment. 

General administrative functions 

**General administrative functions" includes institutional 
service activities that do not fit into the other categories: 
performing the duties of a department head, dean, vice 
president, or other administrative officer, recruiting faculty 
or students, keeping records, preparing budgets, allocating 
space, maintaining inventories, ^'pushing paper,'' and mak- 
ing nonpersonal telephone calls. 

Some faculty members enjoy administrative duties; oth- 
ers detest and usually manage to avoid them. The average 
amount of time devoted to administrative duties ranges 
from a low of 8.2 percent (Bayer 1973) to a high of 2 1 .2 
percent (Orlans 1962). 

Thr amount of time devoted to all categories of institu- 
tional service depends on the person, institution, disci- 
pline, and rank. At the University of Connecticut (1976), 
the range was from 3.8 to 13.7 hours per week. On the 
average, in one study, about 19 percent of faculty time was 
devoted to institutional service, approximately double the 
figure of 9 percent (about five hours per week) faculty 
members in the study perceived as ideal (Parsons and Piatt 
1969). Faculty in fine arts, education, and social work tend 
to devote relatively large amounts of time to institutional 
service, while those in the physical sciences, law, and engi- 
neering devote comparatively little time (University of Con- 
necticut 1976). Full professors usually devote the most time 
to such activities, instructors the least (Hesseldcnz 1976; 
University of Connecticut 1976). Rank has its drawbacks. 

Fairchild (1981) reported that faculty spent 289 hours per 
year on institutional service — 1 13 hours on correspon- 
dence and paperwork, 75 hours on travel to conferences, 
40 hours on professional growth (usually listed as a sepa- 
rate category), 39 hours o.i meetings and committee work, 
and 22 hours on program development. 

Public Service 

Definitions of public service vary from one institution to 
another; they can include service to the community, to 
state and federal agencies, to foundations, and so forth 



(Institute for Research 1978) but not activities unrelated to 
professional competence, such as membership in non- 
professional organiziitions, unless the institution requires 
them. Because faculty members sometimes are paid for 
those services, some institutions separate paid and unpaid 
public service. 

Although the data indicate differences related to institu- 
tional type, discipline, and rank, these differences are 
minor, as faculty members devote only 2 to 3 percent of 
their time to public service. Faculty at four-year institu- 
tions devote about 4 percent of their time to public service, 
compared to about I percent at two-year institutions 
(Stecklein, Willie, and Lorenz 1983). Similarly, 58 percent 
of community college faculty report no time devoted to 
public service, compared to 36 percent of faculty at four- 
year institutions. Faculty at private institutions probably 
devote less time to public service than those at public in- 
stitutions. 

Differences among disciplines vary significantly. In one 
study, weekly hours ranged from an average of 6.0 in law 
to 0.3 in biology with (in descending order) social work, 
business, social science, education, humanities, physical 
science, fine arts, and engineering in between (University 
of Connecticut 1976), Using the Holland typology, Hessel- 
denz (1976) reported that faculty members in enterprising 
departments devoted 5 percent of their time to public ser- 
vice, those in social departments 4 percent, realistic 3 per- 
cent, investigative 2 percent, and arts 1 percent— results 
similar to those of the University of Connecticut. 

Data pertaining to differences in rank are inconsistent, 
Hesseldenz (1976) reported no significant differences; each 
group averaged 3 percent. At »he University of Connecti- 
cut, on the other hand, a positive relationship existed; full 
professors averaged 3.4 hours per week, associate profes- 
sors 2, 1, assistant professors 1 .3, and instructors 0,3. 
These latter data appear more in accordance with theory 
and data on differences in rank in consulting and institu- 
tio lal service. 

Professional Development 

It is difficult to provide a precise, operational definition of 
the activities included in "professional development," 
Broadly defined, almost everything a college professor 
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does coiiid be considered to foster professional growth, 
which might account for the finding that most faculty mem- 
bers claim they work a 55-hour week. A narrow definition 
that distinguishes between activities directly related to 
professional growth and activities only peripherally related 
would seem more appropriate, however. Such a definition 
would include reading books and articles directly related to 
the profession, attending meetings devoted to one's profes- 
sion, taking courses, and participating ia faculty discus- 
sion on professional topics. It would exclude time spent 
reading newspapers and magazines, watching television, 
and engaging in general discussions. 

Few estimates of professional development time are 
available, and most formulas do not include it as a factor 
(Miller 1968). Pessen (1962) claimed that it takes 14 hours 
per week to keep up with the literature, while Fairchild 
(1981) reported that professional development takes 2.2 
percent of his yearly time. The average scholar in the 
humanities, sociology, and anthropology scans seven jour- 
nals, regularly follows four or five journals, and reads three 
to five articles a week. Estimating 45 minutes each for four 
articles equals three hours per week. But, the same study 
reports, most scholars say they spend 10 to i2 hours per 
week reading books and journals, and 25 percent spend 16 
hours or more. The data are contradictory. 

With regard to meetings, 83 percent of the faculty in one 
study said they had attetided professional meetings during 
the 1979-80 academic year, similar to the percentage for 
1968 (Stecklein, Willie, and Lorenz 1983). Most faculty 
members had attended two meetings, and 27 percent 
attended three or more. 

Differences undoubtedly result from individual inclina- 
tions as well as from differences among disciplines and 
possibly among ranks. Few data are available, however. 
Even though facility members are expected to spend an 
appreciable (not defined) amount of time keening up with 
the literature, no one appears to be interested in asking 
them how long it takes (Uagleton 1977). 

Personal Activities 

Personal activities include conversations, lunches, per- 
sonal phone calls or erranr's, reading the newspaper, listen- 
ing to the radio, taking a nap in the office, and so forth. 
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Activities can be classified in terms of whether they appear 
to be related to work or to personal interests, relaxation, or 
gossip (Ritchey 1959). Every faculty member in Ritchey's 
survey underestimated the time spent on personal activity 

This category is seldom included in studies of faculty 
workload, but the data presented in the two main studies in 
which It has been used (Lorents 1971; Ritchey 1959) should 
convince one that it should be included in all studies of 
faculty workload. Ritchey found that about eight hours 
(17,7 percent) of a 44-hour work week were devoted to per- 
sonal activities, an indication of the surprisingly large per- 
cent ige of time that faculty members devote to personal 
activities. It would be valuable if comparable time esti- 
mates could be obtained for other professions. 
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This chapter addresses the heart of the issue. How hard do 
faculty members work? Does college teaching require more 
than 40 hours per week? Or does the typical faculty mem- 
ber have an easy life, teaching only six hours a week, 
about 35 weeks a year? 

The data presented must be evaluated in the context of 
the earlier discussion. The reliability and validity of the 
data depend on the ways the data were collected. The 
length of the faculty work week depends on which work- 
load categories were included and which excluded. The 
data indicate ihat differences among faculty members tend 
to be much greater than the similarities. 

Ihe Work Week 

Many persons perceive the faculty work week as very 
short, because faculty members ''teach'' between three 
and 15 hours per week, with modal points around six and 
12. To nonfaculty, this amount seems very little, particu- 
larly when one considers that the typical school year in 
higher education is about 35 weeks long. These perceptions 
probably account, at least in part, for the fact that many 
state legislatures have passed laws defining minimum 
workload standards for faculty teaching in public institu- 
tions (Bogue 1972), But thinking of a faculty member's 
workload as only teaching time is equivalent to defining a 
lawyer's workload in terms of only courtrpojn time or a 
legislator's time in terms of the hours spent on the floor of 
the legislature.* 

Most faculty members say they work much more than 40 
hours a week. A review of over 100 studies concluded that 
faculty members typically work more than 50 hours per 
week (Interunivcrsity Council 1970), averaging 50 to 60 
hours per week during tho academic year. Similar data 
have also been reported at institutions in countries other 
than the United States (Onushkin 1972; Yuker 1977), which 
provides evidence of convergent validity. In view of all 
these data, faculty members say that on the average they 
spend about 55 hours per week during the academic year 
on academic and professional activities. 

Despite the convergence, many persons at institutions of 
higher education— both administrators and faculty mcm- 
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bcrs — doubt that most faculty members work 55 hours per 
week, even when a broad definition ot workload is used. 
Some react to the statement with disbelief, question the 
validity of the data, and state that most faculty members 
work u maximum of 35 to 40 hours per week, many fewer 
than }() hours per week. Others believe that the data repre- 
sent the true state of affairs and that most faculty members 
they know work more than 50 hours per week Some peo- 
ple in this group complain that faculty members are over- 
worked; others point i)Ut the extent of the professional 
commitment of most faculty members. 

Critics state that even if faculty members do work over 
50 hours per week, some of this work is not related to their 
professional position at a college or university, and time 
spent in activities, such as private consulting, should be 
excluded from faculty workload. They state that at least 
some of the convergence might be accounted for by the 
publicity given to statements about the 55-hour week of 
faculty members. 

Data obtained by techniques other than faculty reports 
indicate that faculty work fewer than 55 hours per week, 
including 15 percent to 20 percent of the time that is spent 
on personal rather t}uin academic activities (Lorents 1971; 
Rilchey 1959). But everyone spends some work lime on 
personal activities. 

Other data tend Iv confirm impressions that faculty work 
under 55 hours per week and that they work an average of 
43 (median) to 44 (mean) hours per week, with the average 
ranging fiom 4f^ at research universities to about 36 at two- 
year colleges (Ladd 1979). Thirteen percent of all faculty 
say they work under 30 hours per week. 53 percent work 
.30 to 49 hours. 22 percent 50 to 59 hours, and 12 percent 60 
hours or more. 

rhe Work Year 

The 55-hour week applies only to academic semesters. 
While faculty members may work during vacations and 
over the summer, they seldom claim that they put in the 
same number of hours that they do during the academic 
year. The total number of hours worked in 35 weeks 
spread over a more typical 4S-week year would amount to 
approximately 40 hours pci week, if faculty did no work 
over the sununer. As many faculty members either do 
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research or teach during the summer, every 48 hours they 
work during the summer would add one hour to the 48- 
hour estimate. 

Yearly data pertaining to faculty workload are scarce. 
Fa. iilty members at the University of Queensland, for 
example, work an average of 2, 1 19 hours per year, with 
averages ranging from 1,957 to 2,264 because of variations 
by rank and discipline (Fry 1981 ). Assuming a 55-hour 
week, that average turns into a 39-weck year. Faculty 
members in nursing schools usually assume that they work 
eight or nine months, 34 to 39 weeks (Fawcett 1979). In 
academics, the nine-month year is as common as the 50- 
minutc hour in psychotherapy. 

The length of the work year is also affected by sabbati- 
c lis. which vary from institution to institution. Some insti- 
tutions give faculty members a semester or a full ^• ur otT 
every several (technically .seven) years, providing them 
routinely to all faculty members who request them. Other 
colleges and universities make them available to only a 
portion of the faculty who meet specific criteria. On sab- 
batical, some faculty members work at least as hard as 
they normally do, while others engage in "intellectual 
renewal," belter known as rest and relaxation. Not all fac- 
ulty members who are eligible take .sabbaticals. At the Uni- 
versity of Minnesota, tor example, only 38 percent of the 
faculty who could have taken sabbaticals had done so. 
although 6 percent of the faculty had taken three or more 
(Stccklein. Willie, and Lorcnz 1983). 

Faculty members differ in the time they spend on aca- 
demic pursuits during periods when they are not teaching. 
A retrospective study at the University of California indi- 
cated that the average faculty member reported working a 
total of 55 hours during the 13 weeks of summer (In.stitute 
for Research 1978). Some faculty members, however, com- 
mented that they work very hard during the summer. Fac- 
ulty in the sciences and engineering devote about 15 fewer 
hours per week to research in the summer, the same as 
Juring the regular school year (I.acy et al. 1981). Some put 
in additional time on research during the summer. 

Perceptions of Faculty Wo' kload 

The claim that faculty m- nbers "spend about 55 hours per 
week in professional work ... is probably an inflated fig- 
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iia\ with 45 hours a more likely one** (Mayhew 1979, p. 
242), At the University ot* Connecticut, a sample of 31 stu- 
dents believed that faculty members work an average of 59 
hours per week. Some graduate students estimated faculty 
work 50 to 70 hours per week, with advanced students giv- 
ing higher estimates. 

In the niidtwenties, Kelly (1926) applied the standard 45- 
hour week common to union labor to faculty. Common use 
of this figure might help explain the prevalence of the 15- 
hour teaching load for many years and the concept that 
two hours of preparation are required for each hour in 
class. The drop to a 12-hour teaching load could then be 
seen as paralleling the decrease in the typical U.S. work 
week from 45 to 40 and currently 35 hours. A workload of 
12 class hours corresponds to a work week of 36 hours if 
one assumes two hours of preparation for each hour spent 
in class. But with these ratios, it would be difficult to 
rationalize a workload of two graduate courses that meet 
for 1 .5 hours per week each, unless one assumes many 
hours devoted to other duties. 

A survey of 418 public Junior and community colleges 
revealed that most expected faculty members lo work a 
total of 30 hours per week (National Education Association 
1972b). Only 27 percent of the institutions expected their 
faculty members to work 40 or more hours per week, and 
less than 3 percent expected 50 or more hours of work 
per week. 

Few data indicate what faculty members consider as a 
full work week. In one survey, they considered about 42 
hours to be a reasonable work week, and 20 percent said 
that faculty appointments should not be regarded as full- 
time responsibilities (McHlhaney 1959). Perhaps many 
would agree v;ith Simmons ( 1970), who assumed that a fac- 
ulty memher is paid to work only 40 hours per week. 

Other Professions 

In the comparison of professionals who are employed by 
institutions of higher education and professionals with 
similar training who work elsewhere, educators who work 
for the government average 1 ,680 hours per year (35 hours 
per week for 48 weeks), while those in higher education 
average between 1 ,584 and 1 ,782 (49.5 hours per week for 
32 to 36 weeks) (Cornish 1972). Other data indicate that 
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academic persons employed in nonacademic settings work 
about five hours per week more than their colleagues in 
academic settings, but most faculty members, like execu- 
tives, professionals, and others engaged in work that is rel- 
atively independent of time and place, "seldom put their 
work aside" {Thompson 1 97 1, p. 4). 

In academics, as opposed to other professions, no mean- 
ingful distinction can be made between work and leisure 
(although persons in other professions might disagree) 
(Blackburn 1974). Faculty members spend a lot of time 
with academic friends, talking shop, but other profession- 
als do too. 

Faculty are similar to persons in other occupations 
where individuals are independent workers without pre- 
scribed working hours (Institute for Research 1978). Such 
workers (for example, proprietors and physicians) tend to 
work about 15 hours a week more than regular employees 
because they tend to be more interested and more involved 
in what they are doing (Scitovsky 1976). 

Even though faculty members report the same number of 
hours per week as other professionals, their salaries are 
lower. Faculty members on nine- or 10-month appoint- 
ments earn 10 to 20 percent less than their counterparts 
who work for the federal government and 20 to 30 percent 
less than their counterparts in business, both of whom 
work 1 1 months (Bowen 1978). Part of the gap is closed by 
nonmonetary benefits, which are higher in education, and 
another part by outside earnings, which average 15 to 19 
percent for faculty members on academic-year contracts 
and 1 1 percent for those with 1 1 - or I2-m()nth appoint- 
ments. Faculty "may be better otTthan their counterparts 
in business or government" (Bowen 1978, p. 13). 

Off-Campus Work 

College teaching as a profession is characterized by the 
freedom it affords with respect to work time and work 
place. Except for scheduled class hours, a professor can 
work as many or as few hours as he wishes. Many activi- 
ties (preparation fOr class, scholarly writing and reading, 
grading papers, for example) can be done on or off campus 
at any time of the day or night. As few faculty are on cam- 
pus five days a week, and few are there more than eight 
hours a day, a substantial part of faculty work time must 
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be spent off campus. Off-campus tir.ic is spent at home, 
at other institutions, in research libraries and museums, 
and so on. 

In one survey, faculty spent 10.8 hours (20 percent of 
total work time) on university business during other than 
business hours, defined as 8 a.m. to 12 noon and 1 p.m. to 
5 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 12 noon on 
Saturday (Ritchey 1959). Many college and university fac- 
ulty members have classes only two or three days a week 
and do not appear on campus the other days. The fact that 
many faculty members do some of their work off campus 
may help to account for the skepticism with which some 
people view claims of a long work week, for a person who 
spends much time on campus is seldom chastised, even 
though the time may be wasted, but someone who spends 
little time on campus is often perceived as (and resented 
for) not being a hard worker or having well-paying consul- 
tantships. 



Institutional Differences 

The extent of institutional differences in workload is hard 
to assess because data reported by different institutions are 
seldom comparable as the result of differences in defini- 
tions; methodology, and procedures. Differences are found 
within various units of a state system (Lins 1971), and even 
larger differences can be expected in comparing unrelated 
institutions. Workloads in Ladd's study (1979) were 
inversely related to institutional quality; the lowest loads 
were at two-year schools; the highest at research universi- 
ties. In another study, 70 percent of faculty at the highest 
category institutions spent under seven hours per week in 
class, compared to 37 percent in the middle category and 
1 \ percent in the lowest category (Fulton and Trow 1974). 

Differences among institutions in the amount of time fac- 
ulty members devote to rest arch has also been docu- 
mented; one-third of the faculty in liberal arts colleges 
spend no time doing research, compared to 10 percent of 
the faculty in uni^xrsities that receive large amounts of fed- 
eral support (Orlans 1962). Thus, institutional differences 
are apparent in both the length and the components of the 
faculty work week. 
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Differences among Disciplines 

The differences in workload among disciplines are proba- 
bly relatively small compared to differences among individ- 
uals. For example, while English composition courses 
require more time than most courses (and some schools 
assign reduced teaching loads to persons teaching such 
courses) (Snepp 1968; Wilcox 1968), a 500-word essay can 
be graded in different ways. Some teachers do it in three 
minutes, while others take 30. The number and the length 
of assignments also vary. Thus, the average differences 
between disciplines are undoubtedly overshadowed by dif- 
ferences between individuals. 



Rank 

Although researchers do not completely agree on the rela- 
tionship of rank to total hours worked, convergent data 
indicate a positive relationship. People who hold higher 
ranks work a few more hours per week than those at lower 
ranks. At the University of Connecticut (1976), professors 
averaged 57 hours per week with a decrease to 52 hours for 
instructors. Results were similar for faculty in Australia 
(Fry 1981) and Great Britain (Carter 1974). On the other 
hand, other data indicate no systematic differences 
between ranks (Bleything 1982; Hesseldenz 1976; Koos 
1919). Still other data report a negative relationship; pro- 
fessors averaged only 56.6 hours per week, while instruc- 
tors averaged 60.2 (Thompson 1971). While Thompson's 
data may coincide with prejudices, they contradict all of 
the other data. When differences are found, they are rela- 
tively slight-five hours per week, a 10 percent difference 



Gender 

In 1974, Blackburn pointed out that even though gei.der 
had been compared with respect to specific aspects of 
workload, such as research activities, no studies of total 
workload had compared gender. A decade later, still only 
one or two studies have investigated the question The 
University of Connecticut (1976) reported that male faculty 
members worked an average of 55.5 hours per week, 
females 52.0. At a large, private, midwestern university, 
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women faculty members averaged 55 hours per week on 
professional work, exactly the convergent figure used to 
describe all faculty (Yogev 1982). (In addition, however, 
they spent an average of 35 hours per week on domestic 
work.) Comparable data for men are not available. More 
data on this topic are needed. 



Individual Differences 

The data indicating that faculty members work 55 hours 
per week reveal large individual differences. While f^w 
studies present frequency distributions or report measures 
of variability, those that do reveal a wide range in the num- 
ber of hours worked (Koos 1919; Thompson 1971). These 
differences can be illustrated by assuming that during the 
academic year faculty members work an average of 55 
hours per week with a standard deviation of 10 hours per 
week, which would indicate that two out of every three 
faculty members work between 40 and 60 hours per week 
and 95 percent of all faculty work 30 to 70 hours per week. 
This assumption seems reasonable, particularly if workload 
is defined as consisting of all of the components discussed 
in this monograph, including on-campus time devoted to 
personal activities. 

Data indicate that individual workload data are skewed, 
with a small percent of faculty members devoting very 
much time to academic pursuits. These individuals produce 
a high percentage of the total academic output. Some "tri- 
pit threat'' faculty members work hard at and are very 
productive in teaching, research, and service (Fulton and 
Tiow 1974), but such individuals are very rare and they are 
most likely to be found at the top-quality universities 
(Light 1974). 



Professorial Prototypes 

Difierences among faculty members can be illustrated by a 
series of hypothetical descriptions — based on data pre- 
sented in this monograph— of how faculty members at dif- 
ferent institutions who differ in rank, discipline, gender, 
interests, and work habits might spend their working time. 
These descriptions represent statistical artifacts, and prob- 
ably no real faculty members exactly fit the des-^.riptions. 
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They can, however, provide some insight into faculty work 
habits. 

Dr. G. Elypt is an associate professor of English at a 
well-known four-year liberal arts college. She teaches three 
courses a semester and has three hours released time to 
complete work on her secood novel. Dr. Eliot devotes an 
average of 58 hours per week to academic work, with 
about 18 of those hours devoted to her courses and meet- 
ings with students. She devotes a few hours a week to cor- 
respondence and committee work in the department, but 
the bulk of her time is devoted to writing. She has pub- 
lished one novel and several book reviews. Her base salary 
is $31,000 per year. 

Mr. J. Dewey is an instructor in the Educational Foun- 
dations Department of a large state university in the mid- 
west. His teaching load is 12 semester hours. He works • 
about 50 hours a week, with'about 20 of those hours 
devoted to working on his dissertation. The other 30 hours 
are spent at the university, preparing for his classes, meet- 
ing with students, and participating in many committee 
meetings (which he believes will help when he comes up 
for tenure). He has noWvet published anything, although 
.his dissertation advisoj^)redicts that he will be a prolific 
and important writer. His ba-e salary is $21,000 per year. 

Dr. C. Darwin is a distinguished professor of biology at a 
private university in the midwest. Although the normal 
teaching load is 12 hours, he has been successful in obtain- 
ing grants that pay for six hours of released time. He 
teaches only graduate courses and spends close to 40 hours 
per week in his laboratory and working withiraduate stu- 
dents. He is well known in his field, having t'raveled widely 
and published many books and articles. His base salary is 
$55,000 per year. 

Dr. S. Freud is an assistant professor of psychology at a 
community college. Ho usually teaches 15 hours a semes- 
ter. He spends fewer than 25 hours a week on college 
work, devoting most of his time to his private practice in 
clinical psychology. But he also finds time to write articles. 
His current salary is $21,0(K). 

Dr. M. Cassatt, professor of fine arts at a major univer- 
sity, teaches six or nine hours a semester and earns 
$47,000 per year. She spends about 20 hours a week at the 
university, .some of which is devoted to her role as chair- 
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man of the university senate. Dr. Cassatt\ paintings have 
been critically acclaimed and exhibited throuuhout the 
United States. 

Mr. D. Jones is associate professor of finance at a 
medium-sized college» He has an M.B.A. and considers 
himself too busy to get a Ph.D. He is very much interested 
in his subject, is an excellent teacher, is advisor to the 
finance club, serves on the university budget commiiiee, 
and is unofficial consultant to the finance committee of the 
board of trustees of the college. His salary of $32,00() is 
more than matched by his income from consulting. He has 
ideas for starting a financial news network. 
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IMPLICATIONS AND RFXOMMENDATIONS 



Many types of institutions continue to conduct studies of ' 
faculty workload for a variety of purposes. Some studies 
are carefully designed and carried out; others are not. 
Some achieve their purposes and yield useful results; oth- 
ers do not. The policy implications of some workload stud- 
ies are not implemented because the results do not fit in 
with the prevalent myths of academia and the prejudices of 
faculty members and/or administrators. This situation is 
v ♦brtunate because the data obtained in good studies are 
much more meaningful than myths and presumptions that 
are contradicted by data. 

The following recommendations are based on the data 
presented in this monograph. They can help to increase the 
quality of the results obtained in workload studies, and 
they might even help in having the results taken seriously 
in making policy decisions. 

I. A study that might be used to suggest or implement 
changes in workload should be conducted under the aegis 
of a joint faculty/administrative committee whose members 
agree on the purposes of the study and the methods to be 
used. This kir>d of sponsorship can help members of each 
group accept the validity of the results. Too often faculty 
and administrators perceive the purposes of workload stud- 
ies differently; for example, faculty tend to want teaching 
loads reduced, while administrators want it maimained or 
increased. If representatives of both faculty and adminis- 
tration agree to the purposes and procedures, selective 
interpretation of the data is less likely. 

2. The literature should be reviewed before any work- 
load study, as with all scholarly research. The review 
might indicate that the si idy is unnecessary because tne 
questions of interest have dlready been answered. Or it 
might indicate that the study's goals are unrea istic. The 
literature review can help ensure that no major method- 
ological errors occur in the research. 

3. In faculty surveys, the methodology should be devel- 
oped and supervised by ••esearchers who are familiar with 
survey research procedures in general and workload 
research in particular. The research should u.se measures 
whose reliability and validity have been demonstrated. The 
cover letter to the faculty should come from the cor imittee 
and should urge the faculty's cooperation. Appropriate fol- 
lowup should be used to obtain the cooperation of the 
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greatest possible number of faculty members. Low rates of 
return can invalidate the study. 

4. In ^ecognition of differences among institutions, 
departments^ and individuals, the presentation of the data 
should include measures of variability (for example, stan- 
dard deviations) as well as averages (means or medians). 
Too often workload data are interpreted as representing 
^Mypicar' faculty behavior without realizing th t likely no 
faculty member actually behaves in the statistically typical 
lushion. 

5. It should be recogni/ed that institutions, departments, 
and individuals are frequently not comparable, except in 
general terms. Teaching loads that are appropriate at major 
research universities are not appropriate at liberal arts col- 
leges, and they arc detinitely inappropriate at two-year 
schools. Workloads should be defined differently at differ- 
ent types of institutions; one should expect faculty at 
research univetjii^es to devote much of their time to schol- 
arly productivity and expect community college faculty to 
cVvote most of their time to teaching and interacting with 
students rather than to research. 

Differences between departments within an institution 
are often greater than differences between institutions. 
Professors of physics usually are expected to use their 
work time differently from professors of accounting or pro- 
fessors of fine arts. Research on workload tnust recogni/e 
these differences and attempt to measure them. A major 
problem arises when one attempts to equate the differ- 
ences. Is one picture worth a thousand words in an article? 
Is a book the equivalent of a do/en articles? Such hypo- 
thetical questions and the attempt to develop workload for 
nuilas that specify equivalent work tend to be both arbi- 
trary and meaningless. Is the work of Linstein equivalent 
to that of Beethoven, Freud, Jefferson, or Rodin? Rather 
than seeking equivalencies we should define workloads in 
appropriate terms for each department. In view of these 
differences, attempts to develop standardized formulas 
with clearly defined workload equivalents are probably 
doomed to fail. 

We should also recognize (and value) the existence of 
individual differences Not all mathematicians, sociolo- 
k:ists, or linglish professot s are alike. Iwen though many 
more similarities usually exist among department memberv 



than between .rcmbers of different departments, every 
large department has both workaholics and playaholics, 
teachers and researchers. 

6. The data demonstrating the pervasiveness of individ- 
ual differences in using time imply that basing faculty 
assignments on these differences could result in increases 
in work time and in productivity. The assignments could be 
based on a combination of effectiveness and interest. First, 
one could determine how effective a faculty member is in 
each of the assigned duties, such as teaching, research, 
working with students, administration, and so on. Then 
one could determine the extent of a faculty member's inter- 
est in each type of assignment, which could be done by 
workload studies, as data indicate that the relative amounts 
of ^ime devoted to different activities tend to reflect the 
interests of the faculty member at least as much as they 
reflect specific assigned duties. Interest questionnaires 
could be used to validate the workload data. Tailoring fac- 
ulty assignments lo the individual's stren^^ths and interests 
could lead to both increased pioductivity and increased 
faculty satisfaction. This approach is similar to manage- 
ment by objectives. 

7. The complexity of the relationship between teaching 
load and scholarly productivity should be recognized. 
Allhough data indicate no overall relationship, the influ- 
ence of other factors might be obscured. Thus, while an 
across-the-board reduction of teaching load will most prob- 
ably not result in increased scholarship, increasing the load 
over 12 hours per semester probably will result in 
decreased scholarship. Similarly, decreasing the teaching 
loads of productive scholars might lead to increased schol- 
arship, whereas decreasing the load of nonproductive fac- 
ulty members seldom results in scholarly productivity. The 
data are quite clear about this point. 

8. The relationship between teaching load and teaching 
effecti 'eness is probably similar to that between teaching 
load and scholarship. Previous research leads to the pre- 
diction that reducing the nonteaching assignments of fac- 
ulty interested in teaching will probably result in their 
devoting more hours to teaching, while a reduction of non- 
teaching assignments for faculty who enjoy these assign- 
ments and do not enjoy teaching will probably not affect 
either the amount of time devoted to or the quality of 
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teaching. In other words, providing a faculty member with 
more time to engage in ac tivities the person enjoys and is 
good at will result in increased productivity, while provid- 
ing time for disliked or difficult activities probably will not. 
result in greater productivity. 

9. Additional studies that demonstrate how hard faculty 
members work are not needed. The data indicate faculty 
members' reports of their work time are similar to those of 
members of other profession:' They say they work approx- 
imately the same number of hours per week. Some arc 
dedicated, or workaholics, or both, and put in 70 or more 
hours per week. Some are more interested in other activi- 
ties and devote minimum time to their work. Most seem *o 
take their professional commitment seriously and spend 
their time appropriately. 

10. Studies that demonstrate the validity of the data 
obtained in tiKulty workload surveys are needed, however. 
Such studies would ensure the quality of the data and hi Ip 
to convince skeptics that faculty members put in as matiy 
hours as they say they do. 
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